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ABSTRACT 


The nature of the Good Samaritan, one who helps another at 
some cost to himself, has received an increasing amount of atten- 
tion Troms researchers in the last decade] |The present research is 
a naturalistic study which uses a multidimensional approach and is 
based on the assumption that altruism does exist. An operational 
definition of altruism is used in identifying the ten individuals 
who. comprise the sample. This study looks intently at these ten 
individuals and at their prosocial action in order to contribute to 
the understanding of prosocial behavior. The effects of internal 
and external antecedents on prosocial behavior are investigated, 
and an assessment made of their relative influence and interaction. 
The internal antecedents included: the effect of societal values; 
the cultural conditions; the influence of perceived norms; the 
influence of parental modelling and nurturance; the personality 
traits; and the subject's level of moral reasoning. The external 
antecedents included the subjects' decision-making processes, effects 
of the presence and behavior of bystanders, the considered expertise 
of the subjects and the characteristics of the person needing assist- 
ance. 

Analysis of the interview data found that internal antecedents 
influenced the prosocial action to a greater extent than did situa-— 
ational variables, Family influences on the subjects were reported 
but these were not necessarily in the direct way that the literature 
predicted, i.e. that altruism is a result of a nurturing family or 


parental modelling. 
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The subjects brought with them to the situation personality 
traits of harmavoidance, order, achievement, endurance, autonomy, 
dominance, nurturance, a sense of confidence; and conventional 
moral reasoning including a focus on the societal perspective and 
an individual's right to live. Role taking, empathy, and compas-— 
sion were mediating factors in the subjects' prosocial behavior. 
The subjects followed a sequence of steps in their intervention and 
in the process were not influenced by the presence of bystanders 
or the characteristics of the person needing assistance. 

This thesis raises some specific questions for further re- 
search, not only regarding the nature of the Good Samaritan but the 
nature of the non-acting bystander as well. More naturalistic 
studies which would permit value generalizations to be made about 
prosocial behavior and the Good Samaritan personality, are seen as 


necessary, 
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A man was going from Jerusalem to 
Jericho, and he fell among robbers, who stripped 
him and beat him, and departed, leaving him half 
dead. Now by chance a priest was going down that 
road; and when he saw him he passed by on the 
other side. So likewise a Levite, when he came 
to the place and saw him, passed by on the other 
side. But a Samaritan, as he journeyed, came to 
where he was; and when he saw him he had compas- 
sion, and went to him and bound up his wounds, 
pouring on oil and brought him next to an inn, 
and took care of him. And the next day he took 
out two denarii and gave them to the innkeeper; 
saying, "Take care of him; and whatever you spend, 
I will repay you when I come back" 

(Luke 10:29-37). 
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CHAPTER 1 


INTRODUCTION 


The biblical parable of the Good Samaritan is a study in con- 
trasts; The Samaritan with the Priest and Levite, the man who helped 
with those who simply "passed by". What kind of persons stop to 
help, even when the potential loss or risk to themselves is great? 
What are the characteristics of the persons who display this pro- 
social behavior? It is with the purpose of shedding some light on 
what is involved in acting prosocially, that the present study uses 
the tools of contemporary psychology to help answer the question: 
"What kind of an individual will help another in distress?". 

The research into characteristics of witnesses who intervene in 
emergencies and demonstrate prosocial behavior has been actively 
pursued in the last decade, <A large, but rather diffuse body of 
information has resulted. This recent research activity has been 
stimulated by an ever increasing requirement for an awareness of moral 
qualities and a need for prosocial behavior on the part of all of us. 
A major concern today is the apparent deterioration in the willing- 
ness of individuals to help their fellow man and to come to his aid 
in a dangerous situation. 

Incidents that have attracted our attention are numerous, part- 
ticularly inthe Last ten years. Rosenthal (1964) reports the Kitty 
Genovese story where thirty-eight witnesses to her murder did not 
assist by intervening or calling for help. The Poughkeepsie Journal 


(1971) reported the kidnapping of a ten year old girl, her subsequent 


CU Le ae 
- - a ; 


, 7 ‘ : —— Lit arf 
—nas ‘el *) cll ae 2s eet... ) ip eo shied td! _ 
ty : ed , 7 : “T ~ i ba " “i 4a a “4 
bayient yt) tem aet*- baat tas Jesbs* ada i ret patent, say 4 gree 
, ’ Pr ae9 
i of <erte wapeied to GIG) SQW. YA oo atay site ote song # 
TT poll . : 
®es9%% advinteedt =) fete Yo geal iakivuedq ait aan @9¥s \giae 
mi oul arAy ise)! oi wil a oF) Daa 7 ag PTS 4 na i as 
wy Pisdiesse anata) 24 aecatt; ay ange ct st er 
\ . fea yoy Jadeets 4h ly gvibeede do? 7) aaicoas Ol) boul nerd eae 
. 
‘ P cue gs fete 7 er ¢ Poy Ot q v4 TehGO) ae aid ty 
i" Ogre Ss me sates wie lig Sabi iin & a bata Sel" 
; —— 
i. Sivrrypi | ie 2978 so Rn i: ™ 2 P°obT hie OO ask 4 ant 
7 
y' bike ee géiul Lived If) Sip itJepecwet San oe Seogtame. 
‘9 ni § a ‘ Se 7 t afl go 2 i eV wal hi Lt ! a4 ve | bese rag 
7 e ae my o- = - 
; ; 7 
MG» Bs ( ss hoy iva epi ove , Tet" »é tg ly Si Fes, Kes ThgrE 7, 
: ’ 2, 
4. oe et a ee ee 0d. Joys os Uo Geta ie 
> 
a 5 _ 
say. le Die “nm prng-.6S Ne FeLVaoe Jo: nimyeg San 1aon & one avtrtd at} 
7 : uly 
. ; j 
omlt Ciwowt> 9g) AOL Sa Beas eb Me cague oh) «¢ tuber, rhasneay ye a & 
: < . 4 —_ 
. oe all ad ees af Sen ee@-qil ts fe elidia? Sipveies = ‘a 


t ® ! i 
ne e 

»@i Doe 7 my teue re the “hon 

7 _ 7 

aes ate? we ge estes re bod at ty aaa “sai + mush 

7 


- + a . 
tan hee eer (sen T star kon a erie ns tl a wi (% 


escape along a busy highway, the refusal of hundreds of motorists to 
stop, and her resultant recapture and final murder. The New York 
Times (Sept. 21, 1972) editorialized with regard te a mugging and 
slaying: 
...for some time passersby stared and went on their way before 
any fellow human being had the decency to call the police. 
Creatures of the jungle could not be more unfeeling. 


Public unwillingness to act is also attested to by other news reports: 


Bystanders ignored raped girl's screams 
(Edmonton Journal, August 1973). 


Thirty sit and watch as man beaten 
(Edmonton Journal, September 1973). 


He lay dying in water and passersby watched 
(Edmonton Journal, September 1973). 


Reports of this nature could result in the assumption that bystanders 
were apathetic, uncaring or egocentric. It may give credence to the 
term "homo urbanis' which sees man showing no compassion, relating 
to others as objects, losing his capacity for empathy and conse- 
quently rejecting the traditional moral imperative of helping others 
in difficulty or distress. 

The evidence, however, needs closer scrutiny. In most reported 
cases, it seems that bystanders do not simply turn away but are in- 
stead caught, fascinated, and at odds with themselves, yet unable 
to act or able to turn away and go about their business. Latane and 
Darley (1970) report that the behavior of the witnesses, as reported 
in the Genovese case, is also typical in other types of emergencies; 
car accidents, fires, drownings and attempted suicides. Most of 


these incidents report numerous bystanders inactive and apparently 
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5) 
fascinated, yet the research to date does not identify specific ante- 
cedents that correlate with this lack of intervention. There is no 
indication that the inactive bystander did not feel compassion or 
empathy for the person in distress. Similarly, in the Good Samaritan 
parable, we do not know whether or not those that passed by felt com- 
passion. It may well be that other variables intervened, and that 
feelings of compassion were not acted upon. The parable suggests 
that compassion motivated the altruistic behavior of the Samaritan. 
The literature, however, indicates that compassion is only one of the 
possible motivators. 

Aronfreed (1968) considered empathy an essential component of 
altruism, but the generally accepted definitions of altruism are 
operational, typically excluding the motivation of external rewards 
but allowing for a variety of motivators such as compassion, anger, 
guilt, love, or compensation. Prosocial behavior refers to actions 
that are voluntary and intended to aid or benefit another person or 
group of people without the anticipation of external reward. Such 
actions often entail some cost, self-sacrifice or risk on the part 
of the actor. The behavior encompassed by the above definition in- 
cludes generosity, altruism, compassion, sympathy, helping people 
in distress by giving material or psychological assistance, shar- 
ing, donating, and participating in activities designed to improve 
the general welfare by reducing social injustices and inequalities. 
Empathy, role taking, and compassion are considered to be mediating 


factors in prosocial action, Empathy according to Hottman’ (1976) 
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"refers to the involuntary, at times forceful, experiencing of another 
person's emotional state" (p. 126). Role taking, on the other hand, 
may be similar to empathy but includes the cognitive component as well. 
Role taking involves taking the attitudes of others, becoming aware 
of their thoughts and feelings, and putting oneself in their place. 
Compassion may well be a synthesis of empathy and role taking. To 
realize that another person is in distress and is experiencing that 
distress, transforms the empathy with the victim, a parallel affect- 
ive response, into compassion for the victim, a more reciprocal re- 
sponse. The development of empathy, role taking and compassion is 
not independent of an individual's cognitive and affective develop- 
Ment. seEbosoctal behavior misea EUunctLilonae: complex interactions Of 
motivations and individual and situational variables. Since en- 
counters with another in distress often involve conflict between 
the needs of the helper and the victim, prior experiences with the 
environment and others must play an important role in the develop- 
ment Of altruistic behavior, 

swoOoctalization Can also foster personality characteristics 

Wilech may be important ane certain Situations in converting a4 

disposition to help into action,....Future research has the 

vital task of determining the combinations of experiences 

that will develop a person who both feels compassion for 


his fellow human beings and acts upon it.(Hoffman, 1976, 
Op bo) 


The Approach of the Study 


Theoretical considerations 
Different theorists and observers can agree about terms used 


to describe certain events and behavior, but disagree in their con- 
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ceptual analyses of why they are occurring as they are. The propo- 
sitdons they develop are to account for the causal (fumetional) 
inter-relationships of the events that occur. The research for a 
deeper understanding of the acquisition and development of prosocial 
behavior can be guided by major theories such as psychoanalytic, 
social learning or cognitive developmental, as well as speculations 
and minitheories concerned with critical issues and variables not 
included in the major developmental theories. However, none of the 
theories can adequately handle all facets of prosocial development. 
The current understanding of the phenomena of altruism has bene- 
fitted from the fact that the major theories have each focused on 
different aspects of the phenomenon, which the other theories under- 
played or neglected. Psychoanalytic theory has centered on the 
critical role of emotion and guilt, early child-parent relationships 
and identification in the development of altruistic behavior. Social 
learning theory maintains that most human behavior is learned and 
the development of overt responses is effected by the environment, 
especially rewards, punishment and modeling. Cognitive develop- 
mental theory focuses on the interaction of the changing mental 
structures (stages) with environmental events and underscores the 
Siemitieance Of Keasoning and rele taxing. | in order to gain some 
insights into what governs the behavior of prosocial actions one 
must identify some influential antecedents; be they neurological, 
physiological, cognitive, emotional, social, behavioral or situ-— 
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This study attempts to achieve a broader understanding of pro- 
social behavior by examining antecedents which may be the emphasis 
in any one or all of the major theories. Although the focus of the 
major theories is different, four generally agreed upon categories 
of antecedents or prosocial behavior have emerged. These include: 
group membership, socialization experiences, cognitive functions, 
and situational variables, 

Methodological considerations 

Researchers into altruism have struggled with inadequate theoreti- 
cal explanations, multiple definitions and lack of consensus on 
techniques of measurement. The nature of research to date is largely 
experimental, although more naturalistic studies are now emerging. 
"Naturalistic observation takes a great deal of time and effort, but 
secit 1S likely to provide a highly dependable and accurate estimate 
of the (subjects) propensities to behave prosocially" (Mussen Eisenberg- 
Berg, 1977, p. 18). Refinements, elaborations, changes and develop- 
ments are inevitable and necessary to overcome these methodological 
problems. 

Eysenck (1976) feels that when dealing with altruistic or pro- 
social behavior we must ask the right question. 

it as pointless to ask ywhy people behave: in ap sellish, 

aggressive, immoral manner; such behavior is clearly reinforcing 

in that it gives the person or organism acting in such a 

fashion immediate satisfaction, ..,lhe proper question is rather 

the opposite one: How does it come about that people (and 

animale) do not always act inean immoral, antisocialy jor 

asocial manner? How can we account for 'good' behavior, 


thats, pehavior woicheat firstusight au least goes counter 
to the interests of the person concerned? (p. 108) 
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As well as describing incidents in which people did not react, 
the literature also reports situations in which people did respond 
and includes reasons, given in retrospect, for their behavior. 
Researchers have attempted to determine significant antecedents of 
the intervening or non-intervening behavior. From the research dis-— 
cussed in subsequent chapters, there emerges a profile of prosocial 
behavior and characteristics of the Good Semaritans studied. 

Purpose of the Study 

This is a naturalistic and descriptive study which investigates 
ten individuals who at grave personal risk intervened in an emer- 
Scene yesituationetonsave the life of another, 

The intent of the study is to elicit some new understanding of 
individuals who have acted prosocially and to add to the present pro- 
file of the Good Samaritan. The behavior and motivation of the in- 
dividuals who act prosocially begins to make more sense when we under- 
stand more about them. Although no pretense is made to investigate 
all aspects of altruistic behavior in, this study, the intention is 
fo, add to, substantiate and question the parts of the profile cur— 
rently available. Two categories of possible antecedents (internal 
and external) and the interaction between the categories were 
examined to determine the role they played in the behavior demon- 
strated. 

It is hoped by studying individuals, who have displayed pro- 
social behavior, relevant antecedents of their behavior may be 


identified, and the phenomena of altruism better understood. By 
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inquiring into the characteristics of these individuals who have 
distinguished themselves by their actions, some information will be 
gleaned as to the qualities of persons to be cultivated and nur- 
tured in order to encourage other displays of altruistic behavior. 

In attempting to understand what influences prosocial behavior, 
this study investigated certain internal antecedents. These in- 
cluded thewerteet ob societal values) cultural traditions, —and 
whether the subjects perceived their actions to be normative; the in- 
fluence of parental modeling and nurturance; common personality traits 
Orvas personality profile typitying thexsubjects: and) the subjects‘ 
level of moral reasoning. 

The settings of the subjects’ actions were examined in an attempt 
to elucidate any relevant situational variables. These variables are 
external to the subjects and of a temporary nature. The study 
attempted to determine if the subjects' behavior was affected by the 
presence or behavior of other bystanders; how competent the subjects 
felt in carrying out their intervention; whether their behavior was 
affected by the characteristics of the person needing assistance; 
and finally an examination of the subjects' decision-making processes 
PrIAeb to. snd during intervention, 

The researcher, in investigating the phenomena, conducted an 
unstructured interview, a structured interview (Kohlberg's Moral 
Judgement Interview Form A, 1976) and administered a questionnaire 
(The Personality Research Form, Jackson, 1967). The intent was, as 
Murray (1941) suggested, that the observation of the parts would lead 


to a synthetic conception of the whole and this holistic perspective 
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9 
would provide the framework for understanding and reinterpreting the 
role and interaction of the parts. 

The Need for the Study 
The possession of a scheme or profile within which the develop- 

ment of prosocial behavior is encouraged may not suffice as a basis 

for intervention. However, any attempt to correct a problem must 
logically derive from further analysis. Thus, one must not only be 
able to recognize and satisfactorily identify the behavior, but one 
must know how it is that it works; in other words what it is that 

makes the individual, who displays prosocial behavior, function. A 

way of representing and classifying, in a comprehensive fashion, the 

multifaceted realm of prosocial behavior and development is impera- 

Ever 

Definition of Terms 

Good Samaritan - an individual (intervenor) who, under conditions 
of personal” threat, comes to the aid of someone in difficulty. 

Prosocial Behavior — a purposive action to aid or benefit another 
without anticipation of an external reward and often at some 
Cost, or Fisk to the actor, 

Altruistic Act = behavior whieh is emitted’ voluntarily, “and, is -car— 
ried out to benefit another, without anticipation of external 
rewards. 

Role Taking - the ability to see and evaluate a situation from the 
perspective of other. 

Moral Levels - there are three levels (Kohlberg, 1969) indicating 


different relationships between the self and society's rules 
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10 
and expectations. Level 1 is preconventional; level 11 is con- 
ventional; level 111 is postconventional. The levels are de- 
fined in terms of (1) what is right; (2) the reason for up— 
holding the right, and (3) the underlying social perspective. 

Moral Reasoning - modes of thought underlying moral responses. The 
reasons, justifications and criteria used in choosing one prin- 
ciple, policy or. course Of action.over others. 

Persouality Protilie = a set of scores for personality traits or 
factors which are broadly relevant to the functioning of the 
individual in a wide Variety Of situations (Jackson, 41967). 

Assumptions of the Study 
It was assumed that altruism exists and that people perform 

alEbUiLstic acto. 10m seasons. 

The sample population, to which the subjects from this study 
belong, was defined by the awarding agencies rather than by the 
Besecartcnenm. SLE wasgassumed ain stnetn selection, procedune, (ciate eney 
Gareruliy and deliberately applied theinm outlined ri teria to pthe 
individuals nominated for recognition. 

Secondly. it awas assumed that fhe personal unstructured inter— 
view techniques used, which allowed the researcher to probe, clarify 
and assist the Subjects in retrospection. would provide accurate and 
valid data befitting, the purpose Of Chis study, 


Deliminations of the Study 


Although the awarding agencies that recognized the subjects in 


this sample give three categories of awards, it was decided to con- 
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IL 
sider only persons who had received the Gold or the Silver award as 
potential subjects for this study. Recipients of the third level 
award were not included in the sample population because they were: 
a) people who acted "on the job" or had been trained specifically for 
that type of intervention, i.e. members of the police force, fire 
fighters, medics, or b) people who intervened when the risk to them- 
selves was not great or the potential cost of the intervention was 
relatively small. 

Secondly, because of the possible difficulty of locating indi- 
viduals who had received the awards many years ago, only recent 
(since 1977) recipients were considered. 

Thirdly, the sample included only award recipients living in 
Alpertar 
Organization of the Study 

Chapter 1 describes the intent of the study and outlines the 
nature and significance of the phenomena considered. It indicates 
the focus of the research, defines the terms and describes the 
underlying assumptions and delimitations. 

Chapter Il provides a survey of the literature relating to the 
theories of and research into prosocial behavior. 

Chapter 111 describes the research design and methodology 
adapted. It defines the sample and the means by which the subjects 
were selected. It briefly outlines the situations in which the sub- 
jects participated and itemizes the research questions which provided 


the focus for the study. it delineates the procedure involved in 
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collecting the research data, describes the instruments used and out- 
lines the way in which the data is presented and analyzed. 

Chapter IV reports and discusses the findings of the study. 
Chapter V provides a study summary and discusses the implica- 


tions Of the research. 


CHAPTER II 


REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 


This chapter presents a review and critical analysis of studies 
conducted on altruistic and prosocial behavior. It examines ways 
in which altruism is defined, ways theories account for the behavior 
and the various methodologies used to investigate the phenomenon. 
Emphasis will be placed on the efforts of researchers who have 
attempted to identify characteristics of individuals or to estab- 
lish some common antecedents of altruistic behavior. Internal and 
external variables and the interaction of the two will be examined 
to determine their relative influence on prosocial behavior accord- 
ing to the studies described. 


Altruism - Methodological Problems and Theoretical Consideration 


What is altruism? 

Inquiry into the nature of altruism has revealed a number of 
ways that investigators have conceptualized and specified the 
phenomena. 

Researchers concerned with the antecedents of altruistic 
behavior ask the question "What determines in a particular situa- 
tion whether or not one person helps another in distress?'' The 
question implies a very broad definition of altruism-—behavior which 
benefits another in need, regardless of the helper's motives. 
Aronfreed (1968) narrows this conception considerably by regarding 
empathy as an essential component and considering behavior controlled 


by expectations of increased self-esteem to be non-altruistic. 
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Macaulay & Berkowitz (1970) prefer to define altruism as behavior 
carried out to benefit another without anticipation of rewards from 
external “sources. “ihis is similar to Rosenhan’s —G1970)" "socially 
autonomous altruism" and Leed's (1963) definition which specifies three 
Criteria of anu altruistic act; an end in itself and not’ directed at 
gain, emitted voluntarily, and does good. Heider (1958) defined the 
determinant of gratitude (gratitude as a result of an altruistic 

act) as follows: 

We do not feel grateful to a person who helps us fortuitously 

or because he was forced to do so, or because he was obliged 

to do so. Gratitude is determined by the will, the intention 

of the benefactor.(p. 265) 

In support of Heider (1958) and Leeds (1963) definitions, Tesser, 
Gatewood & Driver (1968) found that undergraduates felt more positive 
toward potential benefactors, when their help was intentional, valu- 
able and cost the benefactor a great deal. Goranson & Berkowitz (1966); 
Frisch & Greenberg (1968); Lerner & Lichtman (1968); Hornstein, Fisch 
& Holmes (1968); found that help was liable to be reciprocated when it 
was perceived as voluntary and intentional. Brehm & Cole (1966); Kiesler 
(1966) and Schopler & Thompson (1968) demonstrated, inappropriate 
favors (namely favors with doubtful motives) elicited less help from 
receivers than did favors considered to be legitimately altruistic. 

in liew of a single and precise definition of altruistic behavior, 
social scientists have opted for an operational definition that relies 
on the everyday or layman's conception. 

It must be realized, though, that whatever errors the layman 

may make in his attribution of altruism in specific situa- 

tions, the ‘category’ of altruism is what he thinks it is... 


it is the 'layman's' definition that determines his reactions 
(Krebs, 19695 p. 364). 
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Theoretical attempts to account for altruism 

Altruistic behavior poses a challenge to many of the influential 
theories. 

Pt°is characteristicesof anything really complex about the 
human condition that it offers a severe test of both the power 

and breadth of a psychological theory, (Aronfreed, 1976, p. 54) 
Theseurrenteunderstanding of altruistic behavior Nasi benetieted from 
the differing foci found in studies undertaken to support the various 
theoretical positions. 

Genetic psychology has tried to link behavior to genetic and 
hereditary influences. Much of the research in this area has been 
directed at establishing the existence of altruism in infrahuman forms 
and linking this to the group or kin survival instinct. Animals have 
beensobserved to donate, share, grescue yand selt—sacrtice, but) the evi- 
dence that this parallels similar human behavior or that human altru- 
ism is under direct genetic control, has not been forthcoming. As a 
result, fasgeneticreexplanation for human valtruiemiis not widely 
accepted, but rather as Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg (1977), summarize: 

We concur with the view shared by most behavioral scient- 
ists: what humankind inherits is the potential or possibility 

of learning valwide variety of (social behaviors. Butowhat is 

actually leared depends on the social Situation, 2. Social 

evolution is based on psychological and social mechanisms 

rather than genetic ones.(p. 45) 

In thes psychoanalytic tradition Glover .(1925),) Freud: (1937); 
and Fenishel (1945), theorized that the dynamics of guilt and self- 


destruction and identity conflicts could be called upon to account 


for altruistic behavior. In the psychoanalytic theory there are 


Enree major structtres, the “did', the 


ego", and the "superego". 
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The "id" is unconscious and contains the instincts and repressed ex- 


periences, The "ego" 


ES the executive of the personality; it) tries 
to satisfy the instincts by appropriate interactions with the exter- 
nal world. The ''superego'' is a persons conscience, which develops 
as a result of social training, Through identification, the child 
incorporates and internalizes some of the parent's or other model's 
behavior, personality traits, moral standards and values. According 
to this theory, human behavior is impelled largely by self-gratifi- 
cation. Instinctual drives and guilt are considered major determi- 
nants of social conscience and moral actions. This emphasis on the 
"id" in explaining altruistic and other adaptive undefensive behaviors 
encountered difficulties (Maddi , 1968), amd as a result, other 
theorists tended to stress adaptations of the ego (Murray, 1938; 
Erikson, 1950; Breger, 1973). They rejected the notion that moral 
behavior and values simply represent the early internalization of 
parental and societal values, but instead regard the process of 
identification and development as ongoing. Despite the psycho- 
analytic emphasis on the self-seeking aspects of human behavior, and 
its difficulty with the development of altruistic predispositions, 
the theory has contributed to a better understanding of the many 
factors of prosocial orientation (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977). 
Particularly, it has sensitized behavioral scientists to some poss- 
ible antecedents of prosocial behavior, such as the effects of early 
childhood training and the role of identification of modeling. 
Altruistic behavior is also a problem for the theories of psy- 


chology which are based on the assumption that man acts in order to 
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be rewarded and to avoid punishment. Prosocial intervention often 
involves an obvious potential for loss to the intervenor rather than 
a reward, and yet people do help others at very real and grave risk 
to themselves. 

Social learning theorists accommodate altruism in a number of 
ways, while maintaining that human behavior is learned and modified 
by environmental events. They contend that the development of moral 
standards and prosocial behavior is influenced by rewards, punish- 
ment and modelling, even though they are not always obvious. It is 
evident that children learn a great deal by observation and by imi- 
tation of a model's behavior without direct reinforcement. It is 
suggested that the reinforcers may be subtle or that previous rein- 
forcement may have so firmly established the behavior that removing 
the reinforcer has no effect on the continuation of the behavior. 
It contends that a child that has been praised for sharing or help- 
ing will often display this behavior, even when the praise is no 
longer present from an external agent. The praise has apparently 
been internalized and replaced by self-praise (Aronfreed, 1968; 
Goldiamond, 1968). The long term effect of the environment "acting 
on" the individual creates a behavioral predisposition. The fact 
that the existence of a predisposition to behave prosocially does 
not result in consistant displays of behavior, has led to the con- 
tention that: 

Human beings not only generate behaviors but also cate- 


gorize, evaluate and judge them (Mischel & Mischel, 1976, 
ps 84). 


Rake a aN Le ata 
yaae kh 5 due ye S43 agit! ae: ot. o> AV Lerten 
aAel dur nactan; Ce a ut ngs ee hee 
A 
aes oli enilora ah aa “yond vein ev yack Eraser 
Bok eel ne sete TeaeG | eee sina » fel ‘se fit te Ded? 
ai 33 hrm nei Ta fink : Piss tTeupa-s #6 
mneet aubiverg PEND Day gévtiie ae vei we aid by 4 af 360s bes a: 
@iFares cas a Eyal er hiits Sones Luisen$ vfirs 2 os Ste! ene) : 
CMe Amen a er = S045 7% on-ean wont al | 
an afters grtzeshi. 303 setbfe ore ans ips bitdy . opds ahs <4 ‘ 
ptt: xy 4b bealsd Sid ony pies ert eeish Bh iictet oy: Hatten Lita gael 
(idee teqgs, ohn RrG ait: Diane Uairveins BS, atl  mrawets gayaol, 
LEaeT sha anhna? stale hi pdt ote aliens bie fash’ atrrasth meade 
PUA cance BET We! SCARED es a ia: BED * LER _ orca t ace» 
SUP GAT . sf etr ino aeety Tiuwiyelad o Butea iarhlyeink s6F "eg 
» etal etal oteal. sla oz” aofs) souk yen ~s sopsya ee att 

=tfo7) , iO G1 el fat Soi ttied “utyatiteciy ane dei) ful 21m dee 
teal wokaaes f = 

Plas cep ity vw = atid: rer canoer. maine abaitl, ~~ 
wNGT' Hasta sO Perak, OT emRn ERAS Adel lors, Seiad | 
| eG oH mn 


19 
Mischel and Grusec (1966) and Bandura (1971) believe that each indi- 


vidtall acquires the capacity to construct a great range of potential 
behaviors, moral, immoral and amoral; and different individuals con- 
struct behavior patterns in different ways. 

...expectancies tend to become relatively specific, rather 

than broadly generalized. Although a person's expectancies 

(and hence performance) tend to be highly discriminative, there 

e@rtainiy 1s some generalization, but their patterning im the 

individual tends to be idiosyncratically organized, (Mischel 

and Mischnels Lo/on pa. LOS) 

This acceptance that individuals "act on' the environment and 
are active participants is fundamental to cognitive developmental 
theory. Each individual is seen as perceiving his environment in his 
own intelligent way and receiving and interpreting stimuli in a 
personal, meaningful manner. 

Cognitive developmental theorists have examined altruistic 
behavior from the perspective of stage or level of reasoning (Piaget, 
1932; Kohlberg, 1969). The stages are seen as integrated wholes 
that are qualitatively different and through a process of assimila- 
tion and integration people can move from one stage to the next. 
Proponents of cognitive development theory have been more concerned 
with moral thought as they define and measure it, than with moral 
behavior. Kohlberg and Piaget recognize that moral reasoning or 
thought does not necessarily predict or correspond with the appro- 
priate action. Simpson (1976) places a high emphasis on the com- 
plexity of the interaction between emotional and intellectual growth 


as, abtect, cognition wand behavior are not Jinked in @ specific or 


uniform manner, Kohlberg (1909), Erikson (1968) and Maslow (1954) 
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propose universal cognitive structures which imply that individuals 
who remain motivated by unfulfilled psychological needs may not be 
able to function at higher levels. 

A humanistic approach is represented by Abraham Maslow (1954, 
1962) who emphasizes a hierarchy of needs which, in many ways, parallels 
Kohlberg's moral reasoning typology and culminates in the need for 
self-actualization. Maslow was emphatic in pointing out that "self 
actualization", as he used the term, is not a self-centred, egoistic 
actualization of one's potentials without any guidelines, Self- 
actualization must.of mecessity include (concern for others,since the 
self is found only in relationship to others. Ultimately, values must 
direct the satisfaction of needs, and among these values, empathy, 
compassion, and a sense of human solidarity stand out. In this human- 
istic tradition any true growthful relationship with another person 
Mists be, nOban. lat. relationship,. but an “l.— thou! relationship, 
based on genuine concern and care. 

Inmepthes hieher order, ob the Judeo-Christian moral tradition it is 
the parable of the Good Samaritan, (Luke 10:24-37) which represents a 
model for social psychologists and researchers studying bystander 
intervention or prosocial behavior. It is possible that the altru- 
istic behavior on the part of the Good Samaritan may go beyond the 
present confines of personality theory and may also go outside the 
theoretical dimensions of individual psychological theories. The 
extremely complex relations among diverse aspects of prosocial be- 
havior within the same person, and the interaction between behavior 


and psychological condition prevent global generalizations about the 
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nature and specific motivation underlying prosocial behavior. 

None of the theories, considered alone, can account for the 
abtruistte behavior reported in the literature, but each perspective 
has generated a great deal of relevant research, 

Positions which seemed to pose challenges to the existence 

or altruism have come to accept the fact that altruistic be-— 

haviomvoceurs.,,end have set out to explarm aie. (Krebe, 1970, 

pie 2 O02) 

As a result,the study of altruism has benefitted from the plurality of 


theoretical orientations underlying tthe recent research. 


Research design of studies on altruism 


Several research designs are common in the investigation of altru- 
ism. One approach is to investigate hypothetical situations in which 
Bie Tesearchner ms interested in how, persons “think sehey would respond 
toysituations inj which thet, help as solicited and the reasoning behind 
their hypornetical actions.  Crieies O00 gehisy approach) (Misicnel Ge Mischel ; 
Loos buwton,.419/6)e point outs that, therewis Inerle researcl: tomlin 
moral reasoning with moral behavior. People do not always behave in 
Waysewileh ane CoOnsistant with wtneimistated principles: 

A second approach is to study actual behavior in a variety of 
Settings: fieldy studies of real occurrences, field studies of a 
staged experimental nature and laboratory simulation studies. Field 
study research of actual happenings has included a number of different 
samples: London (1970) investigated the rescuers of Jews in Nazi 
Germany, Rosenhan (1970) looked at civil rights workers, Schwartz 
(1970) the donors of bone marrow, and Fellner & Marshall (1970) the 


donors of kidneys for transplant. 
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Simulated field experiences deal with a collapsed subway rider 
(Puliavin ss Rodiiacert liayinws 1909: Pidiayin § Pulvayine 972) 8 a 
person lying in the doorway moaning and groaning (Darley & Batson, 
1973) and lost children requiring assistance (Tokoshian, Haber and 
iicide.. es LO7 7). 

The laboratory has the advantage of providing the experimenter 
with a far greater degree of control over the independent variables. 
Laboratory simulation studies have faced the bystander with a great 
variety of staged disturbing experiences which called for many 
varied emergency interventions; physical assaults (Borofsky, 
Stollak & Messe, 1971), overhearing a violent fight Been chil- 
ren (Latane & Darley, 1970), a seizure victim (Darley & Latane, 
1968 mochwartz & Clausen 1970), sepileptic seizures (Danley & 
Parane,e loose, Hovowlt2, 297i) aloud! crash an an adjoining room 
(Ganley es Wecer 1973) sotaup 9 70a 1970p, 197la, 197 lb) a vaddex 
accidents, (Bickman, 1971, 19/722 Glark & Word, 1972), an asthmatic 
aLbacks (Korte, 1971). sand administration of an electric shock 
(Clark & Word, 1974; Kauiman, 1968). 

One should use caution in generalizing the findings of simu- 
Vated experimemts in the field or in the laboratory to real life 
situations. It is questionable whether these experiments are 
representative of actual emergencies. For one reason, most of the 
laboratory research has been conducted in college and university 


laboratories and generally the experimental population has been 
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drawn from these institutions. Secondly, a laboratory often 
provides a more familiar setting and is perceived as a poten- 
tially safer environment than a similar naturally occurring en- 
@GOUMESE ¢ 

s.-labOratory experiments often have an ‘as if’ 

quality about them, If subjects know that they are 

Pagticipating in an experiment, “they may not react 

to what they see, but to what they think the experi- 

ment is about....Self-conscious and apprehensive 

about being evaluated, laboratory subjects may make an 


unusual attempt to behave normatively,(Latane & Darley, 
OV ORM?) 


Variables Related to Altruism 


Inquiry into the nature of altruism is shaped by many intri- 
cate and inter-related variables. The domain of the behavior is 
exceedingly complex, So many diverse variables have been studied 
that it isn’t possible (to examine them all and it is difficult te 
arrive at an encompassing perspective. 

The independent variables of altruism can generally be di- 
vided into two categories: those characteristics that are external 
to the actor (the displayer of altruistic behavior) and often termed 
"situational" and those that are internal and include personality 
traits, socialization experiences, societal norms and level of cogni- 
tive development. These variables are not independent of each other 
and interact in complex ways, making their isolation difficult in the 


research that is conducted. The relative contribution of indivi- 
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dual vartables is difficult to ascertain. An attempt has, however, 
been made to clarify the scope of the study by investigating the cor- 
relates of apparent altruism as they have been reported in the litera- 
ture. This area of research has received considerable attention, 

but despite this effort, results are often ambiguous or contradict- 
ory. 

Internal Variables 


Societal and cultural norms 


One of the oldest expressions found in the Bible (Ecclesiastes 
4:9-12) is that men need to live in the company of others to lead 
meaningful lives. The structure of societies rests on the success 
of maintaining the three-fold bond of succor, warmth and mutual 
defense. Although cultures can maintain themselves only if members 
show some concern for each other, there is great variety in the 
emphasis given this value. The culture in which a child is raised 
has an effect on his display of prosocial behavior, but it is not 
easy to determine "what'' in the culture is responsible for the 
resultant behavior. A synthesis of the research results in this 
area indicates some tentative generalizations. Altruistic behavior 
is more often observed in cultures characterized by 1) stress on 
group orientation (Bronfenbrenner, 1970); 2) simple social organi- 
zation or a rural setting (Marin, Mejia & DeOberle, 1975; Miller 
& Thomas, 1972); 3) assignment to women of important economic func- 
tion (Whiting & Whiting, 1975); 4) extended family groupings 


(Whiting & Whiting, 1975); 5) expectation of children's acceptance 
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of tasks or responsibility (Whiting & Whiting, 1975; Bronfenbrenner, 
L970). 


Modelling and Identification 


Within any culture more data may be obtained by examining prac- 
tices of recognized socialization agents, such as family members, 
peers, teachers, church authorities. These may account for the varia-— 
tions of prosocial orientation within cultures. Parents are generally 
the most significant agents of early socialization and thought to 
affect children's behavioral predispositions by their behavior as a 
model, their provision of a nurturing environment, their technique 
of discipline and numerous other dimensions within the family unit. 

Studies attempting to correlate child rearing practices and 
children's prosocial tendencies have used a variety of approaches and 
research methods making it difficult to summarize their findings. 
Generally, however, the majority of the studies deal with modelling 
and identification as very important variables. The effects of these 
variable are interrelated with the effects of nurturance as a second 
variable. 

Investigators of modelling and identification have approached 
the problem in two ways. One method used assesses behavior in a 
naturalistic manner by observing families function, interviewing 
parents, children, or both, and/or administering questionnaires or 
tests to family members. A second method is carried out in the 


laboratory in which family interactions can be reproduced and mani- 


pulated. 
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Evidence from the laboratory studies suggests that good modell- 
ing and encouragement on the part of family members results in altru- 
istic behavior (Whiting & Whiting, 1975; Bandura, 1965; Grusec & 
Mischel, 1966; Yarrow, Scott & Waxler, 1973). Such experiments pro- 
vide information on imitative behavior, but there is a lack of ade- 
quate evidence to suggest that results can be transferred to more 
naturalistic settings. 

According to Bandura & Walters (1963) the observation of models 
affects behavior in two distinct ways; firstly by inducing the acquisition 
of long term behavioral disposition, and secondly by inducing the per- 
formance of imitative behavior. The way in which parents correspond 
to models and modelling effects are thought to lead to long range 
personality change and are referred to as behavioral dispositions. 
Performance, however, refers to the behavior which is specific to that 
situation and occurs because of the induction of temporary states. 

Two criteria have to be met before conclusions can be drawn 
about the acquisition of behavioral dispositions; the behavior has to 
be generalizable to situations other than the one in question, and 
the behavior should be lasting. Most of the studies dealing with 
modelling fail to meet these criteria of internalization. 

Studies on modelling tend to support the contention that pro- 
social behavior by a model is likely to alter the children's be- 
havior dm 4 similar directions Juse how this occurs is not clear, 

It has, however, been suggested (Krebs, 1969) that it is effected 


because models draw attention to possible courses of action and in- 
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erease the salience of the social norms (Bryan & Test, 1967). They 
display examples of behavior that are appropriate in various situa- 
tions (Rosenhan & White, 1967), and they supply information about 
the possible consequences of actions (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1967; 
Hornsteen et al, 1968). 

Studies assessing the durability and generalizability of the 
effects of prosocial modelling have yielded some interesting results. 
Rosenhan (1969) had six to ten year old participants in one study 
observing a model donating liberally and they could rehearse pro- 
social behavior voluntarily. The positive effects of this modelling 
lasted for seven days and generalized in another quite different 
situation three weeks later. Further studies (Rushton, 1975; Rice and 
Grusec,1975), show that watching a model's generosity had lasting 
effects detectible two to four months later. Children donating 
chips anonymously, after watching a positive model, maintained that 
prosocial behavior ten days later (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1975). Months 
after observing a model's generosity, Rushton (1975) found that the 
experimental groups donated significantly greater amounts than did 
the control group, and demonstrated over time and across situations 
significant prosocial behavior. Rushton (1976) after surveying the 
literature on modelling concluded: 

..-lt would appear that relatively brief exposure to highly 

salient models can produce desirable and generalizable be- 

havior change in observers. Thus, there is reason to believe 
that modelling studies are analogous to the processes that 

occur in the natural environment. (p. 913) 


Yarow and Scott (1973) discovered that the ideal situation for 


developing prosocial or altruistic behavior require that adults: 
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...-manifest altruism at every level in principle and in 

practice, both toward the child and toward others in 

distress. (p. 251)...only when extensive training was con- 

ducted in the context of the developed nurturant inter- 

action, was altruistic behavior significantly increased. 

(p27 253) 

Naturalistic studies have investigated the effect of family 
models over a longer period of time than was generally the case in 
experimental studies. Studies by London (1970) and Rosenhan (1969) 
investigated adults who had shown unusual prosocial behavior. The 
methods for gathering data relied primarily on interviews and 
questionnaires. London (1970) interviewed twenty-seven Christians 
who had risked their lives to save Jews during the Second World 
War and found three predominant qualities among the subjects: a 
spirit of adventurousness; a sense of being socially marginal; and 
a high degree of identification with a parent model. London con- 
cluded that having a parent who serves as a moralistic model for 
identification was a powerful determinant of later prosocial, high 
risk behavior. 

Two types of civil rights workers in the 1950's; those who were 
fully committed and active at some considerable deprecation to them- 
selves, and those who limit their activities to involvement which 
did not require sacrifice of other pursuits, were interviewed by 
Rosenhan (1969). The findings indicated that parents who provided 
only symbolic models, but did not necessarily display prosocial 
behavior, had children who also became only partially committed and 


not as completely involved. The fully committed activists found 


their parents to not only preach, but also practice, altruism and 
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reported maintaining a positive, warm and respecting relationship 
with their parents. 

Parental nurturance 

Nurturance can be defined by a wide range of behaviors which 
can be labelled as being warm, interested, responsive, help provid- 
ing, comforting, attention giving, sympathetic, kind, affeetion— 
ate and considerate. 

The evidence regarding the influences of adult nurturance on 
children's prosocial behavior is inconsistent and inconclusive. 
Rutherford & Mussen (1968) found that generous nursery school boys 
perceived their fathers as more nurturant than did less generous boys. 
Similar conclusions about considerate behavior in children were made 
Ehtoughestudies by sMurphy (1937),, Staub. (19/le)jeend Yarrow, Scott 
& Waxler (1973). Investigations by Allensmith (1960), Bandura (1965), 
and Sear, Maccobey & Lewin (1957) of relationships between parents 
(model) and child, which were typically warm, nurturant and rela- 
tively non-punitive, led to the findings that a prior positive rela- 
tionship is conducive to altruistic behavior. Inconclusive or con- 
trary results were reported by Rosenhan & White (1967), Hoffman & 
Saltzstein (1967), Grusee & Skubiski (1970) and Hoffman (1975). 

There is some evidence that a nurturing environment may augment 
the modelling of prosocial behavior, but is not a sufficient condition 
to predict the development of that prosocial behavior. 

Personality, characteristics 

Researchers have attempted to link specific personality traits 


to prosocial dispositions or behavior (Friedrichs, 1960; Sawyer, 1966; 


date eng ease io egret sible ue hard tabe Aah) ed, 
war sorbent, dotaeroi girui ayked 2s bethede 
Baie petty ade ts suet 

_sonrsh Rae Seem 
ba {hex canShnee oat 


-bLeerq , 
* asl (awit, _birta LaPointe A 


ot vr du {Pus ve ahaoet Huth, eH eG 


i Ae 
iSeihi ts aon bos tose tne 2ks tvedy f Tstaeaoty we 


aud “en Wo Yeon: nt imag elt hruek A CSavl) iemeee ae Pe ae v 


anne pinbysa oy) Baal) HMy ahs snedis tit sam es efor et there 


denny. Gis was eet i>, 14 wosetad, 2 thiohianps suede. ems dy loras.4 

; | | 

(3058 (swdera’ Sis aak" pty diem . (EGLY ettyial tb) seeming opus ti 
_ , = Pe . ; 

BOL) iopuet {COGe £) Hebei ha oe |r? rope Stee vath A we sate. a 


7 f j \ 7 : ; 
pring aves egivanatisses: 10 ‘yee hati? < (ite .Saee 


-djn SS Det le atanw el igo ray) Pio join kl ete iene OF 


gia» aysocee} ‘St 4 mi. gird eh ut i “a> pret ened sinligetiow Y 


OD 30) uti dheeanel wet mled oltre i Geile od “eva ubROe 2) vim sd 
A ell ae SAA ud tice We egal ape, alee 
4etie) ries oat Shetid VG B) : itabeupie 4 erst 9 LO) robe 
Sree - vem cialis oiled qr esis tena gy leioen amon ssa 
haacnegi ee ee B/ san ak aad ane jaisogosg. le, Se, 
-_ ; ash Wanita d bea apagans ea meerer ads 
ken aoe cael Ais o1sK wit 
Ue c on 7 * g " 
ay vse — Howto a i tap i 
oe ae ms 4 7 


30 


Midlarcky, 1963, Staub. 19/70; Yarrow, Scott "© Waxler, §1975)—— Inere 
is a lack of consensus amongst these studies and they allow for only 
tentative conclusions. 

There is some support for describing those persons considered high 
in prosocial behavior as assertive and outgoing. Rutherford & Mussen 
(1968) found that children who were generous in sharing of winnings 
were independently noted by teachers as outgoing, gregarious and 
less competitive than peers. Staub (197lc) reported that kindergarten 
teachers rated as outgoing,those boys in class who helped peers in 
distress. 

Huston, Geis & Wright (1976), after interviewing about 35 indi- 
viduals who had been reimbursed for injuries incurred while coming to 
the aid of another, described the intervenors as "angry Samaritans”. 
They found most to be risk-takers and men on familiar and rather 
amiable terms with violence. These Good Samaritans saw themselves 
as qualified to provide assistance, enjoyed the limelight and had 
generally strong feelings about law and order. 

Another characteristic which appears frequently in the litera- 
ture is expressiveness. Hortup & Keller (1960) discovered that overt 
displays of dependent needs correlated with helping and paying atten- 
tion. Children who feel free to express their own needs seem more 
apt to help others. Morrow (1965), in a study of nursery school 
children, found that expressiveness of feelings correlated with will- 


ingness to help a distressed character in a puppet show. 
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Perhaps the rendering of aid requires a quality of outgoing- 
ness, or a lack of interpersonal timidity, which is often 
required of the child in expressing his distress or the 
seeking of help. (Bryan 1975, p. 180) 

Studies with adults have shown that witnesses who feel sympa- 
thetic and responsible, were more apt to come to the help of others. 
Liebhart (1972) measured individual differences in both sympathetic 
orientation and the tendency to take instrumental action to reduce 
personal discomfort. The emergency dealt with a person in an 
adjoining room crying and moaning, having had an apparent mishap. 
Bystanders, high in sympathetic orientation and being disposed to 
taking action to reduce their own discomfort, were quicker to respond 
with help than bystanders low on either one or both of the above 
characteristics. 

Prosocial behavior was also associated with high ego strength, 
self-control and good personal adjustment. In a longitudinal study 
by Block & Block (1973), the nursery school children considered 
generous at the age of five, were rated by the teachers as "helpful 
and cooperative", "concerned with moral issues", "'considerate of 
other children" and "high on ego resiliency and self-control". 

Mussen et al.(1970) found that altruists were more self-con- 
fident, more satisfied with peer relationships and more self- 
assured than others. Children of various age groups demonstrated 
that helping, consideration and donating are related to personal 
competence in social interactions (Staub, 1970) and a degree of 
social responsibility (Midlarsky & Bryan, 1972). Similar results 


were found in studies with adult subjects: (Ponozal “= Jaceard, 1976; 
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Staub, 1974: Wilson, 1976). ‘Three studies (Turner, 1948; Cattel 64 
Horowitz, 1958; Friedrich, 1960) défined altruism according to rat— 
ings of friends and reported low correlations with altruism and ethi- 
cal goodness, emotional stability, social acceptability, and social 
extraversion. These studies must be viewed as no more than suggestive 
as they did not control for the halo effect and therefore may indi- 
eate Ehat people merely rated those they liked as altruistic. 

Schwartz & Clausen (1970), in a study with 187 college students, 
attempted to assess relationships between acceptance of responsi- 
bility (AR), awareness of consequences (AC), and internal -external 
eontrol (1-E), with aiding a subject with an epileptic seizure. Per- 
sons high in AR aided the victim more quickly, more often and more 
directly than those people low in AR. Awareness of consequences and 
locus of control were not found to be related to helping. Contra- 
dicting these findings, several studies are reported which show 
internal control to be a correlate of helping behavior (Gore & Rotter, 
1963; Midlarsky, 1968; Staub, 1970). 

Other research hypothesized ‘that certain traits would correlate 
with helping behavior but the results indicated otherwise and the 
characteristics do not appear to relate to helping behavior; autonomy, 
deference, ascendence and submissiveness (Korte, 1971); need for 
approval (Staub, 1971b); trustworthiness, independence, agreement 
WiLngliewrlete belietrc (Yakimovich eG ocala 210/17 

The research data suggests that the relationship between specific 
personality traits and altruism is tenuous. This can partially be 


explained by the variations in subject samples and the independent 
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variables and measures of altruism selected. It may be more import- 
ant to look at a combination of characteristics, as they relate to in- 
tervention, than to consider them one at a time. It seems that some 
personal characteristics appear to compliment each other in creating a 
predisposition to help others. These are evidenced in studies by 
Huston (1976) and Korte (1971) who profiled the Good Samaritan as 
having a strong sense of morality and social responsibility, and being 
adventurous, unconventional and sympathetic. Staub (1974) used a 
composite measure of several personality scales to determine a level 
of "prosocial orientation". He concluded that there seemed to be a 
higher correlation between the composite index of prosocial orienta- 
tion and the degree that bystanders offered help, tham between help— 
fulness and any independently measured personality measure. 

It seems possible that personality traits interact with situa- 
tional antecedents sufficiently enough to make their isolation diffi- 
cult. Perhaps situational forces may be so strong that personality 
traits are overridden or brought into conflict. 

vit bs) possible, under such Circumstances, that. perconal— 

ity variables do not have much room for play...a tender 

hearted person who really wants to help may be too frightened 

or squeamish to do so. The person who can take a cold-eyed 

look at an emergency and see it as dangerous, may be cold- 

hearted when it comes to acting (Takoshian, 1977, pp. 67-68). 

Research on traits of persons displaying prosocial behavior has 
begun to identify general correlates and antecedents and has hinted 
at the effects of early socialization. There is considerable overlap 


with the research into the early socialization experiences of the 


child as related to altruism and the research on moral development. 
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Moral development 


The complex area of moral development, including the capacity 
for empathy, role taking and level of moral reasoning suggest poss-— 
ible antecedents in the development of prosocial behavior and have 
been the focus of a variety of research, 

Hoffman (1963) indicated that the internalization of moral 
directives have their basis in early childhood. Weisbrath (1970) 
found a positive correlation between identification with parents and 
a display of mature moral judgment. In this context, a mature moral 
judgment was defined as an indication of the respondent's reliance 
upon an internal system as opposed to a reliance on external concerns 
of fear, of detection, or of ensuing punishment. Mature judgments 
were foundto be significantly related to male subjects identifying 
positively with both parents and females identifying with the father. 

The type of parental discipline used was found to foster a 
high degree of internally motivated moral responses. Three styles of 
parental discipline were defined and their effect on moral development 
discussed (Hoffman & Saltzstein, 1967; and Aronfreed, 1961). 

Power assertion, in which the parent capitalizes on the power 

and authority over the child; love withdrawal, i.e., direct 

but non-physical expression of anger, disapproval, etc.,; 

and induction, consisting of the parents focussing on the 

consequences of the child's action for others. 

...advanced development along various moral dimensions 

was associated with infrequent use of power assertion 

and frequent use of induction....love withdrawal, on the 

other hand, related infrequently to moral development. 

(Hoffman and Saltzstein, 1967, p. 45) 


Aronfreed (1961) sees induction as a verbal and cognitive medium 


which provides the child with a means of evaluating his own behavior 
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and thus enables him to be independent of external sanctions. Hoff- 
man & Saltzstein (1967) suggest that induction practices provide the 
stimulation which: 

~ motivates the child to focus his attention on the harm 

done others...and thus to help integrate his capacity for 

empathy with the knowledge of the human consequences of 

his own behavior. Cp. 55) 
This then suggests that a child accomplishes moral learning through 
an active and conscious interaction with his environment, "actively 
adaptive", (Aronfreed, 1961) as opposed to reacting to, or accommodat- 
ing pre-programmed data, "positively accepting" (Aronfreed, 1961). 

Stevenson (1966) found that with an increase in age, the concept 
of conscience moved from being one of "intropunitive guilt" or the 
self-punitive responses which follow personal transgressions, to a 
positive aspect of conscience, "conscience motive", which was indica- 
tive of an individual's active concern for others. The latter con- 
cept refutes the Freudian notion of "moral agents" as being primarily 
of a punitive nature. This moral dimension,Stevenson felt, was pro- 
moted by the ability to role take. 

Kohlberg (1964) investigated the role of ego strength including 
a variety of dimensions such as intelligent quotient, self-esteem, 
the ability to maintain a stable focused attention span, the ability 
to anticipate future events and the disposition to delay gratifica- 
tion. He found them to correlate positively with various moral 
character typologies (Peck & Havinghurst, 1960) and experimental tests 


of resistance to temptation (Mischel & Gilligan, 1964). 


Piaget and Kohlberg are two researchers who have postulated that 


aS eines oA - 


vn pe iD 


a e cae re 7) as 

> 
dgrioat painzsel iehehiassh ora = Ta ateeequx 
views san” <ngiakh vn aL Hsin | Aap ore ca Agetebus here 
La Ruckiocsy-ay psnf Gams “Fen aw LTA eg” 
5 Ofoe! hehe) tameivarop vise eeq” roc 


' = 5 : 7 
Bb J OARS LY BS Yer. te tht: bape /Q3elD > hoa 


évintembaee va 


SHE MMCS AAA. 5 
F n 36 iy dong t li borat age 
Sih) ag VS blue SOySr ute TIaAL® So Segre ee S- a 


& C3) BnG rears u aatt Tanus 42h PO. LA. oady eRe" "ON 


ap bbrtoeps is eawe.s wrige oor peu 4 Be eRe Ty saan § 
SPOOL eee eeadW i. aL. . ‘i 
ac ve ; ; 7) a" , j 
ean tind Bri pratt. nd, RIAL s PY aH poeeben \ oa ay 
Q L ’ ie . r 


# ; 


atiees Crue! io aok2gratund ena Aspules. $e 


+i 


—Jig 662 Vist mHeorewetc. sia oe | Fer Carrs weil. ~ SY LE scsinvg ® Xa) 
Sia, At om od" toNg ee aliens 


gist Wit nl pase O32 Ta Siert. 35) ete (dee!) Stacie = 
4 » 


_ 

tha lays ates, 3 oats iu taaek” Sant. Be hes ale hertita h Ye antes 
vicki tbe eat fear solineaie Beevoo ts o itsmee i adlnea ng a)ihde 
aad dha y tein 9: ehaie Boyerb, aria Bi a pinsays Stetyl oto aksoag 
Varacoen Buy SEV tle ibayetts as gees 2! aiat> Lawn «i ee 

nd ees. daoqambsagre bere, (1) oes mE a Has) adh lai al 


Jeuaned elie es 4 Cats patsazqani oF sonmsebeait't 


Asis atlas agit erat one RrehesSNee, ove aye ‘oi00) tt —_ ae 
; tin 


2 . P 
a —_ : : i 
_ _ i 7 _ ale 7 


rine 7 


36 


moral reasoning proceeds sequentially through a series of stages. 
Before reporting on the research, which attempts to relate the stage 
of moral development to displays of prosocial behavior, these two in- 
fluential theories of moral judgment will be outlined. 

Piaget's theory of moral development 

Piaget (1932) stated that the nature of children's moral judg- 
ments can be traced through a developmental sequence of three dis- 
tinctive stages. To reach this conclusion, he investigated children's 
responses to questions about rules, punishment, authority, trans- 
gressions, lying, equality, and reciprocity among people, as pre- 
sented to them in moral dilemmas in short story form. 

He called his first stage "heteronomous morality", "moral real- 
ism OG the “morality of constraint.) and detailed mt as a character— 
istic of preoperational children. During this stage the child re- 
gards a rule to be: 

...self subsistent and independent on the mind, as im- 

posing itself regardless of the circumstances in which the 
individual may tind himselt. (Piaget, 1965, p. 100) 
At this stage, anything to do with rules, obligation and commands 
is external to the individual, inflexible, and unchangeable. 

The child regards the rules of the game as external and un- 

changeable, stemming from parental or divine authority; 

suggested changes in the rules are usually resisted and 

new rules ‘are not fair', even if others agree to abide by 

Ehem-eucoelave ll eE9O3 Sep 24 2p 
The child,at this stage,believes in imminent justice and in the 


absoluteness of values. Given the choice at this stage, severe and 


arbitrary punishments are favored. 
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There begins a second and intermediate stage at the age of seven 
or eight. This involves a greater interaction with peers and a move 
toward a more egalitarian, give-and-take relationship with others. 
Punishment becomes more reciprocal and is more befitting the crime. 
The belief in imminent justice has waned and the nature of distribu- 
tive justice has evolved from a belief in the rightness of whatever 
reward or punishment the authority figure prescribed as "fair", to a 
well entrenched egalitarian expectation. 

The third stage involves genuine cooperation and is called "auto- 
nomous morality". It develops at about eleven or twelve years of age. 
At this stage rules and ethics may be arrived at by consensus as to 
what is good. The influence of the emerging properties of opera- 
tional thought and peer group interaction, lead the child from moral 
constraint to "morality of cooperation" and the acceptance of the 
nature of equity and distributive justice. Extenuating circumstance, 
motivation and intention can now play a major role in moral judgments. 
Social contracts with peers are founded upon mutual respect; actions 
are no longer judged by their objective consequences only, but also 
by the intentions of the actor responsible for them; and punishments 
are now restitutive, rather than arbitrary, and may be ignored if 
punishment is seen as unnecessary for reformation. 

This third level of understanding involves a mature and autono- 
mous concept of justice and is to a large extent the product of co- 
operation, reciprocity and role taking. Piaget believes that peer 


groups have no absolute authority figure and children, therefore, 
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have the freedom and opportunity to develop ideas of equality, group 
solidarity and cooperation. 

i reterence to the wrelbationshrp of “changes! in stages, Piaget 
(1967) ‘states: 


The collective rule is at first something external to ‘the 
individual and consequently sacred to him; then as he grad- 
ually makes it his own, it comes to that extent to be felt 
as the free product of mutual agreement and an autonomous 
congelence.. "And wlth regard ov practicalmise, = t 1s only 
natural that a mystical respect for laws should be accom- 
panied by a rudimentary knowledge and application of their 
contents, while a rational and well-founded respect is 
accompanied by an effective application of each rule in de- 
tad Gp. 28-29) 


Piaget's work continually emphasizes the influence of adult 
constraint, social cooperation and intellectual development as pri- 
mary variables influencing the development of moral judgment. In this 
way, it is an excellent example of a cognitive developmental theory 
which takes into account the role of social experience. Once children 
begin to divorce themselves from the concept of rules as having mysti- 
cal origins, they develop a realization that rules should be obeyed 
because of their social function and for the spirit of the game’. 
With the erosion of egocentrism and an enlargement of social aware- 
ness, a more sophisticated concept of "what is just" evolves. 

The ethics of authority, which is that of duty and obedience, 

leads, in the domain of justice, to the confusion of what is 

just with the content of established law and to the acceptance 

of expiatory punishment. The ethic of mutual respect, which 

is that of good (as opposed to duty), and of autonomy, leads, 

in the domain of justice, to the development of equality, 

which is the idea at the bottom of distributive justice and 


OL reciprocity. (Piaget, 1965, p.. 324) 


Through role taking, children develop an understanding that 
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others should be treated as they themselves would like to be treated. 
The merging of altruism and rationality pushes the child beyond the 
"dogmatism of equality" to what Piaget refers to as a stage of 
Tedudty =. eAt tiisestage: 

Justice itself is extended along a purely autonomous line 

of development into a higher form of reciprocity, in which 

judgments are not purely based on equality, but are rather 

a fesponse, on the individual's part, to the situation in 

which they find themselves. (Piaget, 1965, p. 282) 

Although, according to Piaget, the "morality of cooperation" 
eventually succeeds in dominating the "morality of constraint", it 
never becomes an either-or proposition. Piaget argues, as does 
Kohlberg (1971), that various levels or stages of moral reasoning can 
CO-exist in cCheimind of both the child wand adult and that, depending ‘on 
how a situation is perceived,a variety of qualitatively different 
moral judgments are possible. 

Piaget's conception of behavior as based on an organismic-— 
environmental model is particularly relevent when viewing altruis- 
tic behavior and debating the relative contribution of internal and 
situational determinants. The interaction between the respondent's 
"définition'of the situation’ and their previous experiences with a 
variety of moral orientations, will influence the judgment made. 

The dynamics of moral decision-making, according to Piaget, can be 
viewed as an active adaptation by an individual to a particular type 


of social stimulation, especially in those situations which are 


ambiguous or of a dilemmic nature. 
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Kohlberg's theory of moral development 


Lawrence Kohlberg has built upon Piaget's theory of moral de- 
velopment, further articulating the linkage between cognitive and 
moral development. 

Kohlberg (1969) makes the following assumptions about the cog- 
nitive-developmental approach to moral development: 


1. Basic development involves basic transformations of 
cognitive structure which cannot be defined or explained 
by the parameters of associationistic learning, and which 
must be explained by parameters of organizational wholes 
or systems of internal relations. 


2. Development of cognitive structure is the result of pro- 
cesses of interaction between the structure of the organism 
and the structure of the environment, rather than being the 
direct result of maturation or the direct result of learning... 


3. Cognitive structures are always structures (schemata) of 
action. While cognitive activities move from the sensory- 
motor to the symbolic, to verbal-propositional modes, the 
organization of these modes is always an organization of 
action upon object. 


4. The direction of development of cognitive structure is 
towards greater equilibrium in this organism—-environment 
interaction, i.e. of greater balance or reciprocity between 
the action of the organism upon the (perceived) object (or 
situation) and the action of the (perceived) object upon 
the organism. (p. 348) 


The above assumptions hold for cognitive developmental theory 
generally. However, in order to apply this to social emotional 
development, the following assumptions are relevant: 


5. Affective development and functioning and cognitive de- 
velopment and functioning are not distinct realms. 'Affect- 
ive' and 'cognitive' development are parallel; they repre- 
sent different perspectives and context in defining struc- 


tural change. 
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6. There is a fundamental unity of personality organization and 
development termed the ego, or the self. While there are var- 
ious strands of social development...these strands are united 
by their common reference to a 'single concept or self’ in a 
"single social world'. Social development is...the restructur- 
ingedlsthesG) concept ofaseli, (2) in its relationship to con— 
cepts of other people, (3) conceived as being in a common 
social world with social standards. In addition to the unity 
of level of social development due to general cognitive develop- 
ment...there is a further unity of development to a common 
factor of ego maturity. 


7. All the basic processes involved in 'physical' cognitions, 
and in stimulating developmental changes in these cognitions, 
are also basic to social development. In addition, however, 
social cognition always involves role-taking. 


8. The direction of social or ego development is also toward 

an equilibrium or reciprocity between the self's action and 

those others toward the self...The social analogy to logical 

and physical conservations is the maintenance of an 'ego- 

identity' throughout the transformations of various role re- 

lationships...(Kohlberg, 1969, p. 348-349) 

Kohlberg based his stage theory on a series of interviews which 
presented to subjects several moral dilemmas*in story fromm. 
Probing questions were asked to determine the reasons underlying 
each subject's responses. It was considered that the reasons behind 
a choice were more important than the choice itself. The schema of 
stages that resulted was more complex and intensive than Piaget's 
and involved development from childhood to adulthood. It involved 
six stages of moral development which were divided into three moral 
levels as summarized in Table I. The stages were said to be: 

...invariant in sequence, hierarchical, universal and, in-— 

trinsic to the species, although any particular indivi— 

dual's development may cease at any stage. Each successive 

stage is seen as qualitatively different from the others, 

a more advanced 'structured whole’, embracing a new, more 


comprehensive, and more coherent cognitive organization of 
moral thinking. (Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg, 1977, p. 117) 
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TABLE, 1 


Kohlberg's Six Moral Stages 
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ee eee 
Content of Stage 
eens 


Level and Stage 


What Is Right 


Reasons for Doing Right 


Social Perspective of Stage 


LEVEL I—PRECONVENTIONAL To avoid breaking rules 


Stage i—Heteronomous 
Morality 


Stage 2—Individualism, 
Instrumental Purpose, and 
Exchange 


backed by punishment, 
obedience for its own sake, 
and avoiding physical damage 
to persons and property. 


Following rules only when 
it is to someone's immediate 
interest; acting to meet one’s 
own interests and needs and 
letting others do the same. 
Right is also what's fair, 
what's an equal exchange, a 
deal, an agreement. 


Avoidance of punishment, 
and the superior power of 
authorities. 


To serve one’s own needs or 
interests in a world where you 
have to recognize that other 
people have their interests, too. 


Egocentric point of view. Doesn't 
consider the interests of others 

or recognize that they differ from 
the actor's; doesn't relate two 
points of view. Actions are 
considered physically rather than 
in terms of psychological interests 
of others. Confusion of authority's 
Perspective with one’s own. 


Concrete individualistic perspective. 
Aware that everybody has his 

Own interest to pursue and these 
conflict, so that right is relative 
(in the concrete individualistic 
sense). 


LEVEL II—CONVENTIONAL 
Stage 3—Mutual Interpersonal 
Expectations, Reiationships, ind 
Interpersonal Conformity 


Stage 4—Social System and 
Conscience 


Living up to what is expected 
by people close to you or what 
people generally expect of 
people in your role as son, 
brother, friend, etc. “Being 
good” is important and means 
having good motives, showing 
concern about others. It also 
means keeping mutual rela- 
tionships, such as trust, loyalty, 
respect and gratitude. 


Fulfilling the actual duties to 
which you have agreed. Laws 
are to be upheld except in 
extreme cases where they 
conflict with other fixed social 
duties. Right is also contributing 
to society, the group, or 
institution. 


The need to be a good person 
in your own eyes and those 
of others. Your caring for 
others. Belief in the Golden 
Rule. Desire to maintain rules 
and authority which support 
stereotypical good behavior. 


To keep the institution going 
as a whole, to avoid the 
breakdown in the system “if 
everyone did it,” or the impera- 
tive of conscience to meet 
one’s defined obligations 
(Easily confused with Stage 3 
belief in rules and authority; 
see text.) 


Perspective of the individual in 
relationships with other indi- 
viduals. Aware of shared feelings, 
agreements, and expectations 
which take primacy over 
individual interests. Relates points 
of view through the concrete 
Golden Rule, putting yourself in 
the other guy's shoes. Does not 
yet consider generalized system 
perspective. 


Differentiates societal point of 
view from interpersonal agreement 
or motives. Takes the point of 
view of the system that defines 
roles and rules. Considers indi- 
vidual relations in terms of place 
in the system. 


eT 


LEVEL I1I—POST- 
CONVENTIONAL, or 
PRINCIPLED 

Stage 5—Social Contract or 
Utility and Individual Rights 


Stage 6—Universal Ethical 
Principles 


Being aware that people hold 
a variety of values and 
Opinions, that most values and 
rules are relative to your group. 
These relative rules should 
usually be upheld, however, in 
the interest of impartiality and 
because they are the social 
contract. Some nonrelative 
values and rights like life and 
liberty, however, must be 
upheld in any society and 
regardless of majority opinion. 
Following self-chosen ethical 
principles. Particular laws or 
social agreements are usually 
valid because they rest on 
such principles. When laws 
violate these principles, one 
acts in accordance with the 
principle. Principles are 
universal principles of justice: 
the equality of human rights 
and respect for the dignity of 
human beings as individual 
persons. 


A sense of obligation to law 
because of one’s social contract 
to make and abide by laws 

for the welfare of all and for 
the protection of all people's 
rights. A feeling of contractual 
commitment, freely entered 
upon, to family, friendship, 
trust, and work obligations. 
Concern that laws and duties 
be based on rational calculation 
of overall utility, “the greatest 
good for the greatest numbe~-.” 


The belief as a rational person 
in the validity of universal 
moral principles, and a sense 
of personal commitment to 
them. 


Prior-to-society perspective. 
Perspective of a rational individual 
aware of values and rights prior 

to social attachments and contracts. 
Integrates perspectives by formal 
mechanisms of agreement, con- 
tract, objective impartiality, and 
due process. Considers moral and 
legal points of view; recognizes 
that they sometimes conflict and 
finds it difficult to integrate them. 


Perspective of a moral point of 
view from which social arrange- 
ments derive. Perspective is that 
of any rational individual recog- 
nizing the nature of morality or 
the fact that persons are ends in 
themselves and must be treated as 
such. 


a 


(ickona, 1976, pp. 34-35.) 
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Kohlberg analysed the stage of reasoning displayed by individuals 
by focusing on the quality of the judgments, the ways of perceiving 
conflict situations, and the moral principles espoused along with 
their applications to a number of different kinds of issues, values, 
or moral institutions found in every society and culture: 

---laws and rules; conscience; personal roles of affection: 

aUEnOr dey eciva Mertehis s contract.. trust ands justice: im 

exchange; punishment and justice; the value of life: pro- 

perty rights and values; truth; sex and sexual love. 

(Kohlberg, 1967, p. 43) 

Like Piaget, Kohlberg believes that progress from one stage to the 
next is dependent on the maturation of the organism, and the inter- 
action of experience. Kohlberg believes that maturity of moral judg- 
ment ts Janked but is not congruent with cognitive development. That 
pelief is supported by the findines of others (Lee; 1971; Harris, 
Mussen & Rutherford, 1976; Arbuthnot, 1973; Thomlinson, Keasey & 
Keasey, 1974). Those capable of formal operations were not neces- 
Sarily at moral reasoning stages 5 and 6, however, those 

subjects who showed post-conventional levels of reasoning, all 

showed formal operational thought. Cognitive ability may be neces— 
Sary, £or principled moral, thought, but it 1s not sufficient. 

Kohlberg (1976) stated that moral development may depend upon 
cognitive structure but social stimulation, involving social inter- 
action and moral decision-making, is necessary. Role-taking is con- 
sidered to be the most enhancing experience, because of its poten- 
tial for individuals to emphathize with others and to perceive 


things from others' point of view. Role-taking also gives child- 


ren the opportunity to become aware of discrepancies in reasoning 
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and conflict between self and others' viewpoints. Kohlberg believes 
that this opportunity for conflict resolution, between differing 
points of view, can bring individuals to higher and more mature 
levels of moral reasoning. The theory that role-taking opportunity 
enhances moral maturity has been substantiated empirically (Selman, 
LOPE Gira ldo eo joy. 


Although moral judgments entail role-taking —putting oneself 
in the place of the various people involved in a moral con- 
flict-attainment of a given role-taking stage,...is a neces- 
sary but not a sufficient condition for moral development... 
In understanding the effects of social environment on moral 
development, then, we must consider that environment's provi- 
sion of role—-taking opportunities to the child. Variation 
in role-taking opportunities exist in terms of the child's 
relation to his family, his peer group, his school and his 
social status vis-a-vis the larger economic and political 
structures of the society. (Kohlberg, 1976;5 p31 .49,50) 


Much of the research supporting Kohlberg's stages of moral 
reasoning consists of verbalizations or descriptions of hypothetical 
behavior. Many have thought it likely that moral judgment may be a 
correlate of moral conduct but again the literature does not clearly 
establish this. Studies examining the relationship often reach 
ambiguous conclusions and are plagued by methodological problems. 

Instead of broad links between global dispositions and 

diverse prosocial behavior, the relations involve highly 

complex and specific interactions which cannot be adequately 

understood without carefully delineating the particular 

Situation as well as the particular person variable... .In 

that light, the specificity of the relation between social 

behavior and conditions, traditionally, has been inter- 

preted as reflecting the inadequacies of the measures, 

poor sampling and the limitations of the particular clini- 

Cal. judges oni raters.  (Mischel) 19765) p-105) 

Kohlberg (1969b) investigated the variables of prosocial be- 


havior and gave some evidence of a relationship between level 
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of moral reasoning and moral conduct. However, close scrutiny of 
the significance of these findings raises some doubt about the 
internal consistency of moral reasoning across situations. 


While behavior may often be highly situation-specific, it 
also seems true that in daily life people tend to construe 
each other as if each were highly consistent and they con- 
struct consistent personalities for each other, even on the 
basis of relatively inconsistent behavioral fragments.... 
It is remarkable how each of us usually manages to reconcile 
his seemingly diverse behaviors into one subjectively con- 
sistent whole. The same individual who cheats on one occa- 
sion, but not on another, who lies in one context, but is 
truthful in another, who steals at one time but helps a 
friend generously and unselfishly at another, may still 
readily construe himself as basically honest and moral. 
(Misehel, 31969.. p. 606) 


The classical research of Hartshorne & May (1930) indicated that 
children's behavior was more a function of situational factors than 

of moral character. Their study was primarily interested in the child's 
ability to resist the temptation to deviate from normative expecta- 
tions in situations which were supposedly free from punishment or 
detection. 


No one is honest or dishonest by 'nature'. Where con- 
flict arises between a child and his environment, de- 
ception is a natural mode of adjustment, having in itself 
no !moral’ sienificance.... (also there is a) larger 
place occupied by the 'situation' in the suggestion 
andweontto. of conduct, mot only in its, larger aspects, 
such as the example of other pupils, the personality of 
the teacher, etc., but also in its more subtle aspects, 
such as the nature of the opportunity to deceive, the 
kind or material or test om which 26 is responsible, the 
Felationeor tne ciild te this material jand so-on.... 
(Hartshorne & May, 1930; p. 412-413) 


Kohlberg (1968) believed that the Hartshorne & May study indi- 


cated that cheating in one situation did not predict cheating in 


another and concluded that moral conduct has little to do with verbal 


tests or moral knowledge. 
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Attempting to formulate the concept of moral character, Burton 
(1963) concluded from Hartshorne & May (1930) study, that there was 
some evidence for an underlying trait of honesty. Kohlberg (1968) 
argued, referring to Burton's findings that: 

...there is some personal consistency in honest behavior 

by general personality traits. These traits, however, 

seem not to be traits of moral conscience, but rather a 

set of ego abilities corresponding to common-sense notions 

of prudence and will. (p. 485) 

A study by Schwartz, Feldman, Brown & Heingartner (1969) cor- 
related stages of moral thought with helpfulness and cheating. The 
relationship with helpfulness was not found significant, but the 
relationship with cheating was significant at .05 level. At the 
same time, however, the data indicated tnat achievement needs were 
almost equally strongly related to cheating behavior. 

Nelson, Grinder and Biaggio (1969); Schwartz, Feldman, Brown 
and Heingartner (1969); Kohlberg (1963); found that children at low 
stages of moral reasoning, as assessed by Kohlberg's measures, were 
more prone to delinquent behavior and cheating, in experimental 
situations ,than others. Similarly,those children and adolescents 
with higher stages of moral reasoning were found more likely to dis- 
play positive behavior, such as helping and generosity, than were 
those peers at lower stages of moral reasoning. (Kohlberg, 1969; 
Staub, 1974) 

Huston & Korte (1976) reported on an unpublished study by 


McNamee which attempted to relate bystander responses to moral 


reasoning as measured by Kohlberg'’s scale. The study dealt with a 
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47 
dilemma in which a variety of responses were possible. The parti- 
cipants: 

.-.-follow an experimenter's lead and ignore pleas for help 

from a subject who seemed to be ‘freaked out' on a psyche- 

delic drug, or they could ignore the implicit demand of the 

experimenter to proceed with the experiment and instead 

offer to help the distressed individual, even though this 

would delay the experiment and perhaps anger the experi- 

menter. The bystander's response was categorized first in 

terms of whether or not he or she offered assistance, and 

then, if assistance was offered in terms of the nature of 

the aid, using three categories: 1) statements of sympathy 

or protest; 2) offers for information about where the person 

could go.for help; and 3) provisions of personal assistance, 

such as taking the person home or to a place where help 

eould bewsecured. (pp. 277) 

The 124 participants, ranging from age 18 to 25, were scored 
for stage of moral reasoning based on their responses to Kohlberg's 
classical dilemmas. The findings showed that those who were higher 
stage reasoners helped more frequently and more directly, than did 
those subjects who were at lower stages. More specifically persons 
at. stage 2 helped 11% of the time: stage 3.— 2/7; stage 4 = 357; 
stage 5 - 68%; stage 6 - 100% of the time. Persons at stages 5 and 
6 offered more than sympathy or information and provided personal 
assistance, whereas lower level reasoners did not. Staub (1974) 
found sienificant correlations between several indicies of prosocial 
orientation, including moral reasoning and helping behavior: but 
these associations depend on the specific conditions, the particular 
measures used, and the exact nature of the help needed. 


Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) summarize the cognitive-developmental 


approach to moral development as follows: 
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Moral development involves a continual process of matching 
moral view to one's experience of life in a social world. 
Experiences of conflict in this process generate movement 
from structural stage to structural stage. Even after 
attainment of the highest stage an individual can reach, 

there is continuous experience of conflict. The develop- 

menGaleproductsot Chismeontlict, is stabilization, 1.6. 

a greater consistency of structure within itself (greater 

stage purity) and a greater consistency between thought 

structure andaction=  (p. 113) 

How people reason about moral dilemmas and the age-related 
changes in moral reasoning is informative but this understanding does 
not negate the need to understand many other aspects of and in- 
fluences on moral behavior. 

Although much of the research previously cited suggested that 
internalized qualities are the main variables affecting prosocial 
behavior, one cannot overlook the interaction between the person and 
the situation encountered. 

Situation Variables 

Rosenhan, Moore and Underwood (1976) stipulate: 

...we are commonly and often to our dismay, creatures 

of our environment. Our behaviors vary often to a great 

extent, according to the environment pressures that 

impinee™upon us. (p. 242) 

An individual's behavior is not always consistent or general- 
izable. For example, some people appear to help in one circumstance 
and not in another. 

Interpersonal variability in prosocial behavior, or variations 

in the individual's reactions from time to time and from situ- 

ation to situation, can be understood only by examining the 
immediate situational contexts the actor encounters. (Mussen, 

Eisenberg-Berg, 1976, p. 142) 


The nature of the research on bystander intervention is varied. 


Most emergency situations are characterized by two basic qualities: 


Daas ioa-Bays, Sit bat ios: ts Svea Siqoad 
ewe gNth sage robin Pree we ad? | tas ai pioaben terom oF €9 
Ase tinge 25 275 Stee gsi er hails an bode aft aa 

| ~ .aetve aed! Teron oh 


jad howayegar bom viavaivets Acteuds7 oct 1. Chim KonodstA 7 


7) eee | getIney it -eolntrey. ekem ait ems Sha (beau had 
nat¥aeyacat ot Upetrevea seliee ata Gare or 


Sqnkogosaes staal 


bid wae Oe eS vied 


utHga4 a (aiee ) Metutsbe boa‘ srset 


ute ih ie ‘ Be Een Tie Lato tae! Glamis “See! 94-99 
$567 COVER IEG rev wbive it. wy, Qtsenat iva 245° 30 . 
EAs aL Ge rota AST le ey eu) ot ii POT , \2eie6 

(J@2. 9) —el nee epetees 
Liv oO a Ves amie ~ oan 


+oluptiod <b iwahend 8 


-Lwreney. YO JOtVEs eNOS eYAWti.  -G8. +! 


SsAbspoiyate SHO. al fy ibs taser Shy haq’ Sinem ,e mes “a8 
i — 


ahienn 

HinkteYaer 20 eta iPad ce oguoTg se pee ianuat segs 
et eee et ee 4 prep ae ‘tiebiyibat 

git qcrhtlinges oe ap i ie: ‘od ies Jon. 

werent, Se fsaiicins sotor 9h} ates ee 


er te abl uofanayisint pass Tend aie 


‘edb a Mayn Yheod O97) yt bor Taugoee, 


49 


1. The person in distress or danger is in a potentially severe 
situation. 

2. In order to not have the fate of the distressed person de- 
teriorate, some sort of intervention is necessary. 

Some situational factors which seem to have influenced interven- 
tion and have been reported in the literature are: 

I. The critical appearance of the situation. 

2. The number of other people present. 


3. The behavior (helpful, encouraging or discouraging) of other 
bystanders if the subject is not alone. 


4. The considered self-expertise and the perceptions of the 
amount of expert help nearby. 


Decision-making process 


Latane & Darley (1968) support the position that it is situational 
factors which govern the likelihood of people intervening to help 
others in distress. They believe that bystander intervention de- 
pends on a series of decisions. Accordingly, the bystander must: 

1. Notice something wrong. 

2. Interpret it as an emergency. 

3. Accept the responsibility to act. 

4. Consider what form of assistance is to be given. 


5. Decide how to enact his intervention. 


The conclusions that were reached (Latane & Darley, 1970) were 
that the bystander had to make some very serious decisions, usually 
under stress, threat and urgency, and that intervention on the part 


of the individual depended on how factors affected the decision-mak- 
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50 
ing process. These cognitive components and processes can be sum- 
marized as "perception, thinking, reasoning, problem-solving and 


decision-making " 


(Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977, p. 109), Latane 

& Darley (1968) stated that before we can help others, there has to be 
an expression of sympathy or consideration, and that the situation 

has to be perceived and interpreted accurately in relation to others' 
feelings and emotions. Also, a decision has to be made regarding 

the type of action one should take in order to effectively and bene- 
ficially aid another in distress. Finally, a plan of execution for 
prosocial action must be formulated. 

Displays of altruistic behavior are not limited to emergency sit- 
uations. People are dependent on each other in major and minor ways, 
but in our society, although people ask for help, they do not neces- 
sarily receive it. Many of the experiments conducted in the field 
with non-emergency situations, such as asking for change, time, street 
directions, or for aid in Carrying out a task, suggest that behavior 
was affected by the amount of risk involved and the direction of the 
present social pressure (Clark & Word, 1972; Darley & Latane, 1968, 
Gergen, Gergen and Meter, 1972; Schwartz, 1970b). Intervention was 
more likely if potentially little harm would come to the bystander 


and the possibility of reward made intervention almost certain. 


The Presence of bystanders 


There is also research (Darley & Latane, 1968; Latane & Rodin, 
1969; Smith, Smyth & Lien, 1970) that indicates that the victim is 
much surer of having someone come to his rescue, if the bystander 


is alone. When a bystander is one of many, it seems that situational 
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factors such as the relationship with the other bystanders, the 
reaction as to the seriousness as assessed by others, and 

the suspected expertise of the other bystanders, may hinder inter- 
vention (Schwartz & Clausen, 1970). 

Several studies suggest that situational factors can focus re- 
sponsibility on one particular bystander or diffuse it amongst many. 
Korte (1971) reported that bystanders who felt unencumbered or closer 
to the situation physically, were more prone to helping, than by- 
standers who perceived an equal opportunity with others. 

One study (Latane & Darley, 1968) was intended to assess how 
bystanders interpreted an "ambiguous" event. They concluded that in- 
dividual bystanders were powerfully influenced by the reaction of people 
around them; that inaction resulted because people feared to make an 
inappropriate response or thought that others may be able to act more 
appropriately than themselves. Unambigious emergencies (Clark & Word, 
1972, Yakimovich & Satz, 1971) resulted in more frequent and readily 
given intervention than did ambiguous emergencies. People in need 
of help were more likely to receive such, if the bystander knew the 
person in distress was sick rather than drunk (Piliavin, Rodin, 
Piigavink, !969)) 

Latane & Rodin (1969) hypothesized that the interpretation by 
others of the seriousness of a situation would be a strong determinant 
in individual's behavior. To test this, a situation was created in 
which subjects heard a woman inan adjoining room fall and cry out in 
pain. The subjects were either alone or with a friend, a stranger 


or confidant. The woman received least help when the subject was with 
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a confidant who acted in an unresponsive manner. More help was given 
if the subject was with a stranger, who gave positive cues and who 
made intervention potentially less embarrassing. The presence of a 
friend tended to elicit the most positive action. 

...the failure to intervene may be better understood by 

knowing the relationship among bystanders rather than 

that between a bystander and a victim. (Latane & Darley, 

LOGS. parece) 

Darley, Teger & Lewis (1973) found that 80% of bystanders helped when 
they were arranged so that they could see one another& initial re- 
action to the event. The reverse, however, was true when they were 
seated out of each other's sight, then only 20% helped. Subjects 
paired with similar, rather than dissimilar participants, placed 
greater trust in each other's ability to act and therefore inter- 
vened less often (5% helped) than those who thought they had little 
in common with an inactive bystander (35% helped) (Smith, Smythe & 
Lien, 1973). 

It has been suggested that modelling occurs in a single inci- 
dent or with very short exposure. Attempts have been made to link 
this brief exposure to a model with early socialization and identi- 
fication antecedents of altruism. Bryan & Test (1967) demonstrated 
that observation of a charitable model promoted congruent altrusistic 
behavior; motorists were more apt to help fix a flat tire if they 
drove past a model helping fix a flat;shoppers contributed more to 
a Salvation Army kettle in the 20 seconds after a model gave than in 
the 20 seconds before he gave. 


Bandura & Walters (1963) show that the presence of a model can 


serve to elicit either prosocial or antisocial behavior. The now 
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famous Milgram (1965) experiment reported that the presence of 
models who exert group pressure can have a liberating effect on 
the subject instructed to give shocks. Similar findings by 
Rosenhan (1969) indicated that models who were disobedient re- 
duced the obedience of other subjects. 

...the popular tendency to attribute bystander inaction 

to apathy, indifference or alienation from social norms 

does not really explain very much...The presence of other 

people serves to inhibit the impulse to help....each will 

be less likely to notice the emergency, less likely to 

decide that it is an emergency and less likely to act 

even if he thinks there is an emergency. These effects 

are due to the fact that each person can both see and be 

seen by the others. (Latane & Darley, 1970, p. 38) 
Similarly, modelling of inaction seems also to occur. An incident 
reported in the Edmonton Journal (Sept. 1976) told of a man injured 
in an automobile accident, who subsequently drowned in a ditch of 
water because no one would turn him over. When bystanders who had 
stood by and watched were asked why they did not help, they con- 
sistently reported expecting others to intervene or fear of legal 
consequences if they helped the injured man. People rationalized 
not helping even when the risk to themselves was not high. 

The literature on bystander intervention appears to indicate 
that both a diffusion of responsibility and the behavior of by- 
standers influence the display of prosocial behavior (Latane & 


Rodin, 1969). 


Characteristics of the beneficiary 


Characteristics of the person needing assistance may also 
affect the behavior of bystanders. Those less able to fend for 
themselves, such as children (Ross, 1971) and the blind (Ross & 


Brabend, 1973) were more likely to receive aid from adults. (hae 


af 


= aad 
ee 7 7 
: a : - - ry 
$o sonveetg ss Bit ssnogers he ca of 
4 a a 
ba! _ 7 
ao ea Qici InTtS (1 ¥ peat ea SFuse2sTy smell —_— vi a} abo 
ve ‘eghriuis) tm Lente wailoade Sul& ot pavisir sake +99 
€ +f thodobath Sev ary a hebot Yeahs bAse3 Phat eaeay™ neon 
‘gs4$satdus Taita th) 5 Abo day sin apub 
onl, “i, ge ; 
noida vivuch bh (Htaa lye. vot Bb 1 heb > Jivqoy ondess 
Tae | byt vos THERE ton Ss Lie. Mas , #A ads ou 
ath at 130 (rt uM 1s Aue y TS Laps » “Root 260g Aeon) 
Prim 7S ti JA bat) SP ‘ a 3 4 Devise at yea, 
ngowl pi , jet etans Sirirss eee a rsigdlts souk. sg =" 
4 © i hile them abel Dy 1th Sakae 
+ <e odie © et- pola! alah ‘= a7) 12 nes 
44 ie if ghee) <7) ie ic G4 anu Se 
Pie %0 «vols y ay RY 6 aNSHe GO Sh) =e 
7” 
i 5 Gt “ 597) t EPs: joni a orcre Lawson -Miadio 
by vet [~ i] 1\ 4 % roc) j 5 ef’ mk herr 
30 mt? *parwo ty vs he at OR oe ea oe oa to ach ion aha 
| 
hit : Teher? | ber I TEs tiers © bart Sit "fi, 3 ad Sedew, 
¢ <4 
er 
“ % 7 Y Sb ; . eps) Pedtssw tite wa Goa 
;f & =o Eveecrigt. “S ; oar basa ga nace 
; = i} j 7 
feetienss’sy atdgst ‘ir Bosats r Sd ah Waite 7A rowilomenoes 
aid tad caw Ov nedd oi hh er re nity pas eiqkad Jon 
- om 
, ’ Yea \ 2 04 "Om, “ae ne 
feebon js apaeme witdinevy Math daha ges Siuiteneiet set ' 
oe te WwEruitale sd) one ust. sagt TyMnechavt wads & feed, 2 
A anazely sabvened te wid 26 a toe at oanaabas F hi 7 
\ _ AiROE 
7 
& , 


i 


54 
however, the bystander should assume that there are others more 
capable of dealing with the situation, such as an onlooker who is 
a doctor and the situation requires medical care, the bystander 
usually stepped back and let the other act (Schwartz & Clausen, 
LOWO ) 

One of the problems in generalizing from research on situational 
determinants is the methodological problem of laboratory versus 
naturalistic studies. Much of the research in this area has been 
an examination of simulations done under controlled circumstances. 

It would seem premature to accept conclusions regarding situational 
factors on the basis of these laboratory experiments. Before 
accepting the conclusions regarding situational factors, we must 
know more about emergencies that occur in the natural environment 
where the extremes of situational variables are beyond the control 
of the experimenter. 

Darley & Batson (1978) conducted a simulation of the Good 
Samaritan parable with seminary students. The students were given 
a limited amount of time in which to choose, prepare, and deliver 
a sermon. The students were required to move from one building to 
another and enroute encountered a staged victim. Regardless of 
their religious convictions, the students behaved more like the Priest 
and Levite, than the Samaritan. 

Indeed on several occasions a seminary student going to 

give his talk on the parable of the Good Samaritan, 

literally stepped over the victim as he hurried on his 

way. (Darley & Batson, 1973, p. 197) 


This study raises several obvious difficulties with simulated re- 
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search where the sample (seminary students or college students) is 
homogenious and may not be representative of the general population. 
this’, therefore, restricts the generalizability of the results. 

The results of the research on situational variables suggest 
that temporary states can be induced in benefactors that mediate 
their altruistic responses. The state may be affective and/or 
cognitive and relate to moods, feelings of competence, empathy and 
the presence of real or vicarious positive or negative reinforce- 
ment. The temporarily induced state may affect the benefactors’ 
progress through the outlined steps in invervention. 

Summary 

The literature in this chapter reflects a lack of consensus re- 
garding the role of internal and external variables and their effect 
on the display of prosocial behavior. The argument remains unresolved 
as to whether internal or external characteristics have the greater 
effect. Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg (1977) say: 

...there are some impressive consistencies, across 

situations and over time, in individuals prosocial be- 

havior. These are largely the products of enduring, 

internalized qualities, predispositions and orientations 

that are shaped by socialization experiences, the capacity 

for empathy, role taking ability and the stage of moral 

development. (p. 139) 

Modelling seems to have a positive effect on others, but the dura- 
tion of the imitated behavior is temporary and related to other 
traits of the model and extent of exposure. Generally there is 
agreement that a positive, warm and egalitarian relationship with 


parents results in a predisposition to prosocial behavior on the 


part of the children. 
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Only tentative conclusions can be drawn from the research on 
personality traits as they relate to prosocial behavior. There is 
a lack of specificity regarding the settings of the prosocial be- 
havior and a lack of commonality that is cause for confusion. The 
situations investigated ranged from simply sharing of candy, to 
saving fugitives from persecution. The attempt to relate personal- 
ity braits to these various altruistic acts may) be acceptable in 
themselves but the results are too diverse and incomplete to serve 
as a comprehensive personality profile for those who act prosocially. 
Some conclusions seem promising. In situations requiring bystander 
intervention, the research has identified some traits common to 
interveners. Those who act seem to be well adjusted, sociable, 
unassuming, high in ego strength, self-controlled and self-confi- 
dent individuals. 

Piaget, and later Kohlberg, have offered a cognitive develop- 
mental theory of moral reasoning, Kohlberg specifically raises the 
issue that reasoning does not necessarily predict behavior and 
that certain behavior may be the result of different stages of 
reasoning. Several researchers attempted to correlate cognitive 
feasonine with action, but coneludedvthat if there 1s ca) relation— 
ship it is a very tenuous one. Contradicting the research that shows 
internal variables to be the most influential, are many studies cit-— 
ing external variables which significantly affected behavior. There 
was considerable agreement among research findings as to which sit- 


uational variables were influential. Several trends appear: 
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1) intervention depends on a series of decisions; 2) the indivi- 
duals in distress are more assured of assistance if the bystander 
is alone; 3) interpretation by other bystanders can be a strong 
determinant invbehavior. There is continuing ambiguity as to 
whether internal or external antecedents have the greater effect 
on prosocial behavior. 

There is some evidence that effects of the variables cannot 
be measured one at a time because of the complex interaction between 
the variables. Mussen and Fisenberg-Berg (1977) suggest the need 
for studies which: 

wo.focus on the individual as a whole — “in vive, “as: 1t 

were - and the exploration of the multiple factors operat- 

ing simultaneously and in complex relationships to each 

other that direct his or her prosocial orientations and 

behavior. The kind of clinical and naturalistic study we 

advocate...permits multi-dimensional assessment and evalua- 
tion of the prosocial consequences of 'patterns of inter- 

actions’ among personal and situation variables. (p. 169) 

The literature seems to generate as many questions as it pro- 
vides answers and indicates many possible areas for future re- 
search. From this stimulus, the present study looks at the Good 
Samaritan in the living social psychological context of subjects 
who have demonstrated outstanding prosoctal behavior by risking 
their own lives to save another. Chapter Till details the research 


focus and methodology, describes the subjects and outlines situa- 


tions which were the focus for this study. 
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CHAPTER Lif 


THE METHOD, THE SUBJECTS AND THE SITUATIONS 


This study was designed to investigate and describe in detail 
some selected dimensions of prosocial behavior, with the hope that 
an analysis of the data collected would provide some insights and 
generalizations which would contribute to the social psychological 
profile of the Good Samaritan. 


Naturalistic study 


The survey of the related literature makes clear that there 
are a variety of approaches used to study altruistic behavior. 
Although it is not the intent to discredit the findings of researchers 
working under controlled conditions or simulated settings, the liter- 
ature does show a need for more naturalistic studies, where be- 
havior can be studied in unpredictable and experimentally uncon- 
trollable situations. It is hoped that the complexity of the natural- 
istic study and all that it entails may result in some concrete and 
revealing insights about persons who have demonstrated prosocial 
behavior and add to the profile currently available. 

In this naturalistic study the researcher does not stipulate 
the variables or arrange for events to happen, but rather has chosen 
a descriptive survey approach to investigate events that have already 
taken place. 


Descriptive Survey: Observation with Insight 


This approach involves looking intently at a certain phenomenon-- 


in this case prosocial action—and then describing precisely what has 
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been observed. The hope is as Murray (1941) states: 


By the observation of many parts one finally arrives at 
a synthetic conception of the whole, and then, having 
grasped the latter, one can reinterpret and understand 
thecrormer a (p.a)) 


As Becker (1958) points out, this approach is often used when some- 
thing more than the testing of clearly stated 'a priori' hypotheses 
istcalled for: 


Sociologists...attempt to make their research theoretically 
meaningful, but they assume they do not know enough about 
the organization ‘a priori’ to identify relevant problems 
and hypotheses and that they must discover these in the 
course of the research. Though participant observation can 
be used to test 'a priori’ hypotheses,...this is typically 
not the case. My discussion refers to the kind of part- 
icipant observation study which seeks to discover hypo- 
theses as well as to test them. (p. 652) 


As Dalton (1964) suggests, the descriptive survey method is none- 
theless demanding of the researcher: 


If a choice were possible, I would naturally prefer simple, 
vapid and inrallable methods. Lt 2 could tind such methods, 
I would avoid the time consuming, difficult, and suspect 
Variants Of "participant observation’ ‘with which 2D have 
become associated. (p. 60) 


However, Best (1970) feels that descriptive research is a particu- 
larly appropriate method in the behavioral sciences. This view is 
supported by many other researchers (Allport, 1942; Shapiro, 1961; 
Dukes, 61965; Dabrowski, 61972). 


Although some experimental studies of human behavior can be 
appropriately carried on, both in the laboratory and in the 
field, the prevailing method of the social sciences is des- 
eriptive. Under the conditions that naturally occur in the 
home, the classroom, the recreation center, the factory or 
the community, human behavior can be systematically examined 
and analysed. This analysis may lead to the modification of 
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factors or influences that determine the nature of human 

interaction. ff is’ through this modification of factors 

that social institutions may become more effective in- 

fluences in the promotion of human welfare. (Best, 1970, 

pe Ls) 

Carkhuff and Berenson (1967) advocate the multidimensional 
approach to investigations and believe in including a variety of 
sources of data (individuals, bystanders, associates, social con- 
text, etc.) in any descriptive survey. 

The descriptive survey method involves more than fact gather- 
ing and reporting and is used in order to analyze and interpret 
the meaning or significance of what is described. Data gathered, 
focus on the whole process and are interpreted in light of pre- 
vious findings. Attempts are made by the researcher to offer some 
greater understanding of human behavior and possibly discover 
some new hypotheses, causal relationships or generalizations re- 
garding the phenomena investigated. 

Leedy (1974) outlines the basic structure of the descriptive 
survey and indicates its primary characteristics: 

1. The descriptive survey method deals with a situation 

that demands the 'technique of observation' as the prin- 

cipal means of collecting the data. 

2. The population for the study must be carefully chosen, 

clearly defined, and specifically delimited in order to set 

precise parameters for ensuring discreteness to the popula- 
tion. 

3. Data in descriptive survey research are particularly 

susceptible to distortion through the induction of bias 

into the research design. Particular attention should be 

given to safeguard the data from the influence of bias. 

4, Although the descriptive survey method relies upon 

observation for the acquisition of its data, those data 


must then be organized and presented systematically so 
that valid and accurate conclusions may be drawn. (p. 80) 
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Observation Phase: Looking at the Phenomena 

A variety of observational tools and techniques were employed 
in this study in order to gather the required data. 

It is hoped that, by examining in detail nine separate events 
that occurred in the lives of ten individuals, a contribution can 
be made to the current research on altruistic behavior. The 
approach is multi-faceted and attempts to gather data in a variety 
of ways on many aspects of the phenomena. Despite the claim that 
the researcher is not limited by strict 'a priori' hypotheses, 
no pretence is made that the data represent a complete assessment 
Ores eal inelhusrve: 

The behavior and motivation of the individual who partakes 
in prosocial behavior begins to make more sense when we understand 
more about that individual and his situation. Similarly the mean- 
ing of the test scores and other data make more sense when the com- 
posite profile of the individual is available. The intent is to 
add to, substantiate, or question parts of the profile currently 
available. 

Observation was conceived broadly and the "looking" was not 
restricted to the visual senses. The sample of the study was 
"observed" by means of interviews, an inventory, and available 
WIriebLen reports. 


The Interview: background, rationale and procedure 


When dealing with information which may be of a personal 
and confidential mature, the face to face contact with 
people may be the most satisfying and productive. (Good, 
ISA om elle) 
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Because of the nature of some of the information required 
from the sample, the interview was chosen as the most useful tech- 
nique of observation. It was felt that the direct communication 
link established between subject and researcher in an interview had 
some obvious advantages over information gathering questionnaires. 
The interview encouraged the establishment of a rapport and en- 
hanced the possibility of validity and completion. The investi- 
gator could clarify and probe in order to gain greater insights 
(Adams, 1958; Mouly, 1970), 

Coles (1967) considered that his challenge as an interviewer 
was ‘to bring alive to the extent I possibly can a number of lives 
~-2 (information)! entrusted to a person like me, an outsider, a 
strancer, a listener, an observer.’ (p. 39)2 Lt was with this en— 
couragement from the literature that an interview of approximately 
two hour's duration was conducted with each member of the sample. 


" homes after an appoint- 


Interviews were conducted in the subjects 
ment had been arranged by telephone. Each interview was tape 
recorded and consisted of two distinct parts, each reflecting a 
particular interview strategy. Interviews can be classified under 
three general headings: the scheduled standardized interview, the 
non-scheduled standardized interview and the non-standardized 
interview (Richardson, Dohrevend, and Klein, 1965). The first and 
the third type were used in this study. 

The scheduled standardized interview adheres to the wording 


and order of questions of the schedule in order to gain specific, 


classifiable information. In this research this interview tech- 
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nique was used in administering Kohlberg's Moral Judgment Interview 
Form, The Form A protocol, which was used to evaluate Kohlberg's 
six stages of moral reasoning, consist of three stories covering 
two issues each as follows. The standard Form A contains three 
stories which probe two issues on each of the three stories. 


pLoOny bs Heimz steals the drug, 
Issues: Life, punishment. 


Story 11: The father breaks a promise, 
issues "Contract, personal relationship. 


DEOLyY LI: ‘One man cons, another “steals, 
Tssues: Property, and Conscience. (Kohlberg 1976, p., 45) 


The subjects' responses were tape recorded and transcribed for 
the purpose of scoring. The scoring system used in analyzing the 
content of the protocols was the intuitive issue scoring. This is 
considered the most valid method of scoring, because it is applic- 
able to any moral dilemma. (Kohlberg, 1976) The same method of 
scoring was used on the subject's reasoning about his own prosocial 
behavior in the situations examined in this study. This method 
is considered reliable (90% agreement) when carried out by trained 
or experienced scorers. (Kohlberg, 1976) The subject's level of 
development was arrived at by determining the predominant stage in 
his reasoning. 

The second part of the interview in this research was of the 
non-standardized variety. The interviewer had in mind several di- 
mensions he wished to explore during the interview: 1) the individual's 
perception of the event (display of prosocial behavior) and its con- 


text; 2)the individual's reasoning immediately prior to and during 
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the prosocial act; and 3) clarification and elaboration of various 
possible antecedents of the behavior. 

This list was not designed to be exclusive or restrictive. The 
intent was to gather as much information as possible about the re- 
searcher's areas of concern and the questions posed flowed from the 
interviewer's grasp of the total study. 

Phillips (1971) feels that the advantage of the non-standard-— 
ized interview lies within, the context of discovery, for dt is 
possible that a knowledgeable interviewer may be sufficiently stimu- 
lated by the respondent's answer to uncover valid information about 
the area under investigation. The literature provided an abundant 
source of procedures and techniques that were considered when the 
interviews were conducted, 

Kluckhohn (1939) felt that if the interviewee is saying some- 
thing amportant, he Should be encouraged to continue, so im this 
study the interviewer tried not to interrupt and encouraged the in- 
dividuals, to be as complete as sposcibiie in) their disclosures, "Every 
attempt was made by the researcher to avoid the use of censorial 
language (lazy, brave, bad, good) during the interview, to under- 
stand the individual's perspective, and to avoid being judgmental 
OL Ui ley OL stereotyping (Cattell 1973). 

the incerviewer attempted to pay close ateention throughout 
Elie entire interview. A tape recorder was used.) but care was 
taken to keep it from becoming a distraction. Cattel (1973) 


cautions: 
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ifs there is a srulevabout this form ot research it mieht 

be reduced to something as simple as 'pay attention’. 

Pay attention to what the person does, says and feels;... 

pay attention to what is evoked by these conversations and 

perceptions...Paying attention implies an openness, not 

any special or metaphysical kind of openness, but merely 

a watch on oneself, a self-consciousness, a belief that 

everything one takes in from the outside and experiences 

within one's own interior is worthy of consideration and 
essential for understanding and honoring those whom one 

encounters, Gp. 301) 

Finally the interviewer took time to be reflective (Coles, 1971); 
to examine the meanings conveyed by his words and gestures and to 
remain constantly alert to the interviewee's reactions and re- 
sponses. 

The Personality Researciu Form (PREF) 

This instrument was chosen because it was 

.. designed to yield conveniently a set of scores for 

personality traits, broadly relevant to the functioning 

of individuals in a wide variety of situations. It is 

thus primarily focused upon areas of normal functioning, 

Gather thaneupon psychopathology. (Jackson, 1967; %p. 4) 

Originally, Henry Murray (1938) and his colleagues at Harvard, 
attempted to describe as comprehensively as possible "variables of 
personality". Jackson has modified these "variables" in the light 
of much research and developed the PRF. There are a total of twenty- 
two scales developed to include the wide variety of areas of human 
functioning. The variables of the PRF are listed in alphabetical 
@tder alone with the description of their traits im Table sl 

This form was considered especially suitable for this study 
because many of the individual scales measure traits which the liter- 


ature associates with the profile of individuals displaying pro- 


social behavior. 
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TABLE IL 


PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM SCALES 


SCALE DESCRIPTION OF HIGH SCORER 

SCALE DESCRIPTION OF HIGH SCORER 

: : Harmavoidance Does not enjoy exciting activities, especiall 

Abasement Shows a high degree of humility, accepts ae se ik ie feet = Sr eeriey ST ene 

Ren ‘ sIved, 
blame and criticism even when not deserved; pears tonarinine aE sulet y 
exposes himself to situations where he is in i ; i ¥: 
an inferior position; tends to be self-effacing. 

Achievement Aspires to accomplish difficult tasks; miain- papetirly ves oI Seated wees of ne iauteues 
tains high standards and is willing to work - mae as i ; < eaaet roe ee are 
toward distant goals; responds positively to pitts Ps ie aa RL aks 
competition, willing to put forth effort to at- pick la el el atlaa 
tiinfexectlence: Nurturance Gives sympathy and comfort; assists others 

Aflillation Enjoys being with friends and people in gen- ere eeee Pussibles ites J LN CACGL St 
eral: accepts people readily; makes efforts to children, the disabled, or the infirm; offers a 
win friendships and miuintain associations Retping tend Uto\hose taped, ceadey) per- 
with people forms favors for others. 

Aggression Enjoys combat and argument, easily annoy- Order Concerned with keeping personal effects and 
ed; sometimes willing to hurt people to get SUES UDHINES peat aud cen, ee 
his way; may seck to “get even” with people clutter, contusion, lack of organization; inter- 
whom he perceives as having harmed him. ate Ua rece methods for keeping ma- 

‘ ; terials methodically organized. 
Autonomy Trics to break away from restraints, confine- Reale cre sized 
‘ “ ” 
ment, or restrictions of uny kiod; enjoys Play Does many things just for fun;” spends a 
being unattached, free, not tied to people, good deal of time participating in games, 
places, or obligations; may be rebellious when Sporls, social activities, and other amuse- 
facediwiilwrestraints: ments, enjoys jokes and funny stories; main- 

Change Likes new and different expericnces; dislikes a pn asd GAs y Bou SUitude: ter 
routine and avoids it; may readily change ices 
opinions or values in different circumstances; Sentlence Notices smells, sounds, sights, tastes, and the 


Cognitive Structure 


adapts readily to changes in environment. 
Does not like ambiguity or uncertainty in in- 
formation; wants all questions answered com- 
pletely; desires to make decisions based upon 
definite knowledge, rather than upon guesses 
or probabilities. 


Social Recognition 


way things feel; comembers these sensations 
and believes that they are an important part 
of life; is sensitive to many forms of experi- 
ence; May maintain an essentially hedonistic 
or aesthetic vicw of life. 


Desires to be held in high esteess by acquain- 


Defendence Readily suspects that people mean him harm tances; concerned about reputation and what 
of ate against him, ready to defend himself at other people think of him; works for the ap- 
all times; takes olfense easily; does not ac- proval and recognition of others. 
cept criticism readily. 

Dowinunce Attempts to control his environment, and to Succorance Frequently secks the sympathy, protection, 
influence or direct other people; expresses love, advice, and reassurance of other people; 
opinions forcefully; enjoys the role of leader may fcel insecure of helpless without such 
and may assume it spontaneously. support, confides difficulties readily to a re- 

Endurance Willing to work Jong hours, doesn’t give up ceptive person. 
quickly on a problem, persevering, even in Understanding Wants to understand many areas of knowl- 
the face of great dilhcully, patient and unre- edge; values synthesis of ideas, verifiable 
tenting in his work habits, gencralization, logical thought, particularly 

Exhibition Wants to be the center of attention; enjoys when directed at satisfying intellectual curi- 
having an audience; engages in behavior osity. : 
which wins the notice of others; may enjoy Desirability Describes self in terms judged as desirable; 
being draniatic or witty. consciously or unconsciously, accurately of 

inaccurately, presents favorable picture of 
self in responses to personality statements. 
Iafrequency Responds in implausible of pseudo-random 
manner, possibly due to carelessness, Poor 
comprehension, passive non-compliance, con- 
fusion, or gross deviation. 
Gaeksons 1967, pp. 6.7) 
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Buros (1972) reports unusual care in formulation of items in 
order to conform to theoretically based trait definitions and to 
maintain a distinctness among traits and to reduce irrelevant 
variance. 

Jackson (1967) reports Kuder-Richardson formula 20 estimate of 
reliability of .83, suggesting consistency in response to the highly 
diverse items. Kelly (1972) supports these findings and reports 
considerable stability of PRF scores over time; a median test-retest 
correlation of .cl. Jackson (1967) states that each of the 22 scales 
has enough unique true variance to justify its use as a separate 
scale and to be potentially useful in predicting relevant external 
criteria. Wiggins (1972) considers the PRF among the most sophisti- 
cated personality inventories presently available. Crites (1969), 
also concluded that the PRF is well conceived and developed, and 
found its psychometric characteristics more than adequate. Reli- 
ability was found to be higher than those generally found in person- 
ality scales. Valentine (1969) confirmed high internal consistency 
and test, re-test reliability. 

Written reports 

The researcher obtained data from written reports whenever 
these were available. Much of this information had been gathered 
by the agencies granting the awards to the individuals in the 
sample. It represented a variety of sources such as: statements 
from participants (the intervener and/or the person rescued), 


statements from witnesses of the prosocial behavior, and police 
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reports. Some of the content provided fresh data but much served 
as a valuable validity check on data collected in the interviews. 

Newspaper articles were another source of information, as often 
the prosocial act had been reported immediately following the event. 
Biaswrotentialeinpthe Research Desten 

Bias is omnipresent in a study of this nature. As Leedy (1974) 
suggests: 

Bias for the researcher, like the presence of germs for the 

surgeon, is next to impossible to avoid. We must learn to 

live with it, but at the same time to guard against infect- 

ive destruction. (p. 108) 
The approach then in this study is to acknowledge that the data 
gathered are very sensitive to outside influences and highly sus- 
ceptible to distortion. This acknowledgement is accompanied by a 
heightened awareness of possible sources of this bias. By carefully 
illuminating these sources of bias, rather than ignoring their 
existence, it is hoped that, 'With this knowledge we may then appraise 
the research realistically and judge its merits honestly " (Leedy, 
1974, p. 108). The researcher realizes that the choice of topic 
alone reflects certain of his biases, which remain present through- 
out the study. In gathering the data, the "truth" or hard facts are 
never as "hard" as supposed. In attempting to do a descriptive study 
the researcher is necessarily involved in one way or another, with 
the lives of the subjects. 

Ms Cattell. (1972 )P points out: 

For a method as fundamental as visiting with people, listen- 


ing, speaking, and allowing conversations to proceed as they 
will, means that one's own life is implicated in the life of 


a 
a 


_ ‘ a. a 


; bl 4 
var 


7 
7 ‘ a 
a Pe SRN. ae gin eae B8 

; rae Seat tn oe 

‘] 


(tas) yWea Den. susan char te yasze 6 4 fat Snags qa, OR a 


pene 


a 


antl 36% ‘idtagite- dha tnaray ite ftegsgh of? tod tt» ~~ 


avitisel waar > whi gee iis in =pia Of es ’ 
Mey 19 GG ; we ord +9 ord $9 #30 ; 
4 Gens a nee eT a hbo a r 4 oa - 


at? ieey Sane ferenisd OU. BE durae ets &) gags donorgns wit 


ee 
) a 
=u histo ate dis?) baths ae oe ee i Sbisdaris «eauy ave Soteding 
t : | ae or’ 
a wd \be3 darmonda a Zale ry* ful ny pol swans ag it 7o5 
#3 tateseo Yt aabie Sins fT ert inue' taeb* ag ~toheeue tid 


ald’ so. Geist sun! edi 


¢ j 


plad hs gitar. Minha 4 DAE ye 


Saternge wails yemesd, Pell yor aifidify’ ad? baqad et te oan 


hook! ' waiazastad nad om 544 ghiy: biw 920682 sethane= jie sae? ons. 


14 de zat leet Gietiened OT .fO5r 14; 


Shot 7c a! ~ 


(anatii- 4 Ge mp ietyl it) pee =p paws ge opine hef AeA iw, ithe eioulist s 


ec Rios! dist to oars is ya ale it nate ian a - arse ota 
visa) eur sy yugeb | wh; oh se 1s Saige ve a So en 1eveR> 


tyre .awHJOrm fu. ts suo 6) Loven Cees al soe isonet Ad, 
F " 


ao 


69 


another person, and one's own feelings are evoked by the 
language, history, and accounts of this other person. 


(p. 16) 

This type of researcher's involvement, and the tendency to identify 
and empathize with the subject has often been questioned as lack of 
objectivity. Herbert Blumer (1969) responds to this criticism by 
stating: 

To try to catch the interpretive process by remaining aloof 

as a so-called tobjective' observer and refusing to take 

the role of the acting unit is to risk the worst kind of 

subjectivism—-the objective observer is likely to fill in 

the process of interpretation with his own surmises in 

place of catching the process as it occurs in the exper- 

ience of the acting unit which uses it. (p. 86) 

While acknowledging the researcher as a potential biasing factor, 
efforts were made in this study to control the possible detrimental 
effects of this influence. The decision to use a variety of sources 
of data to augment the observations gleaned from the interview situa- 
tion, was an attempt to dilute the direct influence of the re- 
searcher's biases. The interviews were tape recorded to allow the 
researcher repeated opportunities to reflect on his questionning 
techniques and to maintain a record of data prior to its subjection 
to the researcher's interpretation. The researcher was conscious 
of the danger of the halo effect, of stereotyping and of surrounding 
people who have demonstrated prosocial behavior with a "rosy 
glow". The contradictory literature available describing people 
as "Angry Samaritans" (Huston, Geis & Wright, 1976) certainly helped 


to prevent the viewing of the subjects from a single perspective 


and influenced the researcher's choice of research methodology. 
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Although general areas of concern were established early in the re- 
Search, thendecision to avoidistrict (a priori! hypotheses limited 
the possibility of biases restricting the collection of data to that 
data which would support these hypotheses. 

A second important potential source of bias in the study was 
from the individuals included in the sample. Bryan (1966) notes that 
qualitative methods, although enabling us to learn things about 
people that would not have been learned under other circumstances, 
also accentuates the fine line in the data between "truth" and 

"nberspectivd'. It may not be advisable, he suggests, to deal with 
truth 'per se', but rather to deal with truth from the subject's 
perspective; a perspective which is open to rationalization, in-— 
terpretation, imagination, exaggeration and wishful thinking. The 
phrase "in the eye of the beholder" may truly suggest that people 
view things in different ways and Bogdon & Taylor (1975) make 
three observations relevant to qualitative research. 


1. Not only do people interpret things differently, they 
focus their attention on different things. (p- 10) 


For this reason the researcher supplemented the subject's 
accounts of his action with as many other views of the happening as 
possible. This information was available from a variety of sources; 
police reports, bystanders’ statements, letters written by the per- 
son benefitting from the prosocial intervention, and doctors' 
statements. "Facts" of the situation could be substantiated and the 
other differences in perception and interpretation were precisely 


the aspects that most interested the researcher. 
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2. Just as different people may interpret the same thing 
differently, so too may the same person interpret 
things differently at different times. (Bogdon & Taylor, 
LOTS Dn O) 


This haseserious amplications for this study... The mesearcher's 
searcher's observations were made after the prosocial behavior had 
taken place and the intervening time varied from six months to 
nearly three years. This variable could not be controlled, other 
than by the researcher remaining acutely aware of its possible im- 
pact and by reporting any observations that may be linked to, or 
anpecredsby yale. 

Sj. .Our task, as a iqualitative researcher, is to cut 

through common sense understanding of "truth" and 
Uwealiscy ue (Bocdonaa Lay lor. -9/ 50 p alt) 

As has been mentioned earlier, it is perceptions of the event 
which make up most of the data of this research, perceptions of the 
subjects, perceptions of the researcher, and perceptions of others 
involved to a lesser extent (persons who witnessed the prosocial 
behavior, or members of the committee which defined the behavior 
dasawortiysoL anvaward).  Apcomposite pieture, of Chese perceptions 
is what defined the "reality'' of the phenomena. As Leedy (1974) 
states: 

In research we cannot force the facts to support anything. 

The facts must speak for themselves, and if they are 

tainted with bias, that too we must accept as a condition 

to be minimized insofar as possible, and if it cannot be 


totally eradicated, to be faced as inevitable in most 
research, particularly in descriptive studies. (p. 108) 
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a2 
Nature and Establishment of the Sample 

The sample for the study consists of individuals who have been 
presented with awards for intervention in a critical incident. The 
awards were made by two agencies; The Royal Canadian Humane Associa- 
tion and Life of Alberta. The researcher obtained the names from 
the files of the awarding agencies with permission and cooperation 
of the Honorary President. 

Each of the individual subjects in the sample encountered a 
situation which demanded intervention on their part, and had the 
distressed person in a severe or potentially severe situation which 
demanded action on the part of the intervener, in order to spare 
the victim a worse fate, usually death. All of the subjects inter- 
vened on behalf of the victim at potential harm to themselves. 

Names were submitted to the awarding agencies by individuals 
or groups. The '"layman' defined the behavior as altruistic or 
prosocial and felt it deserving of recognition. A central selection 
committee of the agencies then made the decision whether or not to 
grant an award and the type of award merited. 

The Lite of Alberta, Lite Saving Award, originated as a cen— 
tennial project in 1967 and was presented each year until 1978. 

The criteria for award were the following: 


Gold - extreme bravery and risk of own life in saving 
another. (Maximum of 3 awarded each year) 


Silver - for bravery and presence of mind in the saving 
of the life of another. (Maximum of 6 awarded 


each year). 
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The Royal Canadian Humane Association awards the following: 


Gold - usually awarded posthumously when one's life was lost 
while attempting to save another, 


Silver - for extreme bravery and risk of own life while 
attempting to save another, 


From 1977-79 there were seventeen awards given which fall into the 
above categories. 

The sample of this study consists of ten of these individuals. 
For practical reasons the researcher did not attempt to contact sub- 
jects living outside the province of Alberta, (five individuals) 
and one individual could not be located. Of the eleven subjects 
contacted, one was reluctant to participate because of a pending 
Fawsuit related to the incident. 

All subjects in the sample were initially contacted by phone 
to determine their willingness to participate. Interview times were 
arranged at this time and permission obtained to tape the inter- 
views. On completion of the personal interview the Personality 
Research Form was left with the individual, to be completed and 
returned to the researcher by mail. All the individuals inter- 
viewed returned the completed instrument. 

The subjects represented various social class membership. 
All were adults, and Table 111 indicates the age distribution, 
The sample did not reflect a normal sex distribution, Of the ten 
subjects in the sample only one was female; in fact the potential 
sample population of seventeen, from which the subjects were drawn, 


contained only one female. Nine individuals were married. Nine 
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TABLE III 


Age Distribution of Subjects 
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Age interval 


20 


49 
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Frequency 
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reported coming from families with no more than three children 


and seven of ten reported having children of their own. 


The Situations 

The ten subjects were witnesses to nine discrete emergency sit- 
uations and intervened to assist another. To provide a context for 
the study, the setting and nature of each intervention is briefly 
outlined. It is a synthesis of the subjects" description of the 
Situations, police, news, and witness reports. 

Situation I 

The subject had driven three friends to a river to snorkel and 
was going to pick them up after their swim further down the river. 
He had attempted to persuade his friends not to go over a weir. 
Apparently the three friends swam out to the barrels that are 
linked together with chains and hung on there for a while before 
going over the falls. The water going over the weir produced a 
strong undercurrent. The subject lost sight of all three for some 
time until one by one they came up further down the river. The 
subject went into the river which was described as very fast and 
treacherous and was able to get two of the three victims (one at a 
time) to the shore where he administered first aid. Only one of 
the three victims survived. 

Situation IL 

The subject lived in an apartment suite when the fire alarm 
went off. The subject proceeded to bang on all the doors of the 


other apartments in order to alert the other tenants, then called 
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the fire department and went outside. A two year old child was 
trapped in the burning apartment. There were numerous bystanders 
but none would go near the burning apartment. One witness kicked 
in the window but stepped back. The subject took a deep breath 
and crawled through the window into the smoke filled apartment, 
found the child and carried her to the window, to discover that 
other bystanders had moved back because of the heat and smoke. 
The subject, unassisted, then lifted the child out and proceeded 
to administer first aid until the fire department took over. 

..-I was good and mad...but I was too busy worrying 

about getting her out, and doing something medically to 

get her going. I realized that her time was not too 

long. It kind of scared me that maybe she was dead 

already...gave her mouth to mouth and instinctively 

started doing heart massage, just with my thumb and 

just gently...I watch emergency every day with my 

kids. .but Eimally I got a kind of curgie out of her 

...the ambulance came...they wrapped her up in a fire- 

man's jacket and they took her off. Then I just kind 


of wandered away. (Excerpt of subject's description) 


Saliewiehicaoim, IILIL 


Two of the subjects came on the scene of a single car accident 
that had occurred minutes before their arrival. The car was on 
fire and the driver trapped inside. They directed another truck to 
go for help and proceeded to aid” the driver in the burning can and 
a passenger who had been thrown clear. The fire was intense and 
the driver was on fire as well. Both subjects pulled the driver 
clear from the car: 

It sort of subconsciously registers that you have to do 

something...So we took off our jacket or shirt, what-— 


ever, and we held it up and shielded ourselves and we 
got close to the vehicle and we yelled at the guy. He 
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was sort of semi-conscious. I think he understood us, 
because we could hear moaning, but he wasn't saying 
anything to us. We called 'Okay, are you free?' and he 
just moaned, so we said,'Wiggle yourself free,’ and we 
moved in and moved him out. (Excerpt of one subject's 
description) 


Situation IV 

The subject arrived on a bridge where many bystanders were 
looking over the railing at a woman below the bridge deck, who was 
apparently going to jump. The subject noticed that only one per- 
son was talking to the woman through the bridge deck and had his 
hand through the deck holding her. He designated several other 
bystanders to do certain tasks, one of them was to hold his legs 
and to lower him over the railing head first. Once he could see 
below the deck he then grabbed the woman and pulled her back up 
over the railing onto the bridge as his supporters pulled him up. 


We're going to bring you up over the edge. I can't 
remember the exact words, but I was kind to her, I 
wasn't mean to her. I got a little rough with her 
before she came up because she definitely wasn't com- 
ing Up.) she said she wasn coming up and =) said. 

"You can't do anything down there. You could hurt 
yourself falling down.' I tried to reason with her, 

but I was upside down and you could feel the differ- 
ence. JI could feel my head getting heavy. Anyway IL 
said. "You've got to come up. “She said "Ne ®lm not.’ 
She said “You go back, because I don't want to pull 

you down too.' She was really concerned with me going 
in. And I said, 'No God damn way; you're coming up.' 
She kind of let loose a little bit and we got to the 
point where I could get underneath her arms. I got to 
a point where I could eet a hold ot her arm: ..l started 
pulling, and she started yelling that I was going to 
pULLeher arm oft. “Ll said, ‘Wellyeyou"re going to have 
to let go or we're going to pull your arm off and bring 
part of you up here.' Well when I got her up a little 
bit higher, that's when she really bound in...I guess 
her legs were at that point where she could hang onto 
the wires and she wasn't coming then. So I got up under 
her arms, and I said, ‘Well I've got a hold of you now.' 
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There was no way she was getting away from me, unless they 
let me go. And she continued to protest. I called to the 
guys above, ‘Okay fellows we're gonna come. We're gonna 
brine thestop mali @r her upeso ctart pulling.” | Well 
Jesus Christ, they started pulling and she started coming, 
and then she started screaming that we were pulling her 
leg out or something, so I yelled at her ‘Let go.' She 
Said ss secant, pevou widejust have to. back, offs) By then 
we had her to a point where she couldn't undo. You know 

Tl eally wasn'tsure what. she was going to do. I thought 
that 2t was just another trick and © wasn’t backing off on 
her. They backed off on me and I backed off on her a 
little, and she did undo. She did that twice, so she got 
hung up one more time. As soon as I got her up to the 
bridge level the police were there and...(Excerpt from 
subject's description) 


Situation V 

The subject was part of a serious two car accident and suf- 
fered a broken collar bone: but still managed :to come to the aid 
of two people who were badly hurt in the other car. 


I was travelling by car to a conference...I had my wife 
and another couple with me; four of us in the car all 
Eovether.” Lowasadrivianes We had) anvaccident.. lt was) a 
single lane highway, there was a car, a Mustang, which 
pulled out to pass a truck coming towards us which put 
them right in our lane, so 1 swerved for the ditch, which 
fortunately wasn't a steep one. I think the slight angle 
was the thing that saved us from far more serious injury. 
I went into the ditch; I hurt my arm. My elbow went 
through the windshield, I hit my head, and the girls in 
the back hit their heads on the roof of the car and sus- 
tained mild concussion...The car was alright though. The 
other car, however, remained on the highway, spun around, 
ie had ubroken=its, back, (the wbackwo® thesean), eine girt 
passenger was thrown out, she was not too badly injured. 
She looked bad as she had a bad gash in her head which 
was covered with blood. She had a very badly broken wrist. 
The driver, however, was extremely seriously injured. He 
was pinned under the wheel; his legs were broken, he had a 
broken collar bone, a fractured skull, blood clot on the 
kidneys--he was stuck and the gasoline was soaking his 
legs and there were sparks popping. The engine was very 
hot and the water was sizzling. When I saw him there, I 
knew he had to be hauled out. If the car would have ex- 
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ploded he would just have been stuck, so I managed to haul 
him out. The car didn't explode as it happened but the 
potential was there. (Excerpt from subject's description) 


Situation VI 
The subject was holidaying on a beach when an older man got 
into difficulty swimming and was being carried out by a rip tide. 


Well, I think it was our first day on the beach, it was 
late in the afternoon and just about everybody had left. 
Two older men were swimming out further than they should 
have been. One came in and we thought they were together 
but then a lady up on the beach started hollering that 

her husband was in trouble and she wanted somebody to go 
out and get him. He was just floating there, and we said, 
"He looks allright to us.” She said, "He was a profes=— 
sional swimmer, and that he was in trouble.' I swam out and 
got him. He had been caught in a rip tide and couldn't 

get back in. He started to drown, but being a good swimmer, 
just floated hoping somebody would come out and get him. 
(Excerpt from subject's description) 


Siletaitalon ale 


The subject arrived on the scene of an overturned truck after 
several other cars had arrived but nobody was intervening. The 
trucker was trapped in the cab of the truck which was in the ditch. 


The trailer was on its side and the tractor was upside down, 
on the side of the highway. Several other cars stopped, but 
nobody was doing anything, so I moved my car a little bit 

out of reach in case it blew up or something. I guess sub- 
consciously I was thinking, 'Either to do something or bugger 
@ft. One ob the other. “But whichever. dovit now. Li -you 
think about 1£, it will be too Uate to do anything. 9 Se 1 
opted to do something. I parked the car and ran across, and 
he (victim) said, 'I don't know whether or not I can get out.' 
And iL “saidy "Well, let \stcive We aitry.' 2 [ohadtte set his 
other arm out as well, to have both arms to sort of grab 

onto so that I might have a chance. He was about 230 pounds, 
a big guy. Something was breaking out into flames around 
the floor boards. I think it was diesel fuel; soa I was 
trying to wrench my jacket off, and wrapped it around his 
arms so I could get a better hold. Because he was covered 
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inediesel fuel and blood, at (this point 2 could hardly 
grab hold of him. And I got him part way out, beyond 

the shoulders and his foot got caught down in the pedals. 
He told me to leave at that point. He said, ‘It's not 
working and it is going to blow, so go and save your- 

Sel eg beave ati) el isaideys No wsyou wre goingtomcersout. 
I'll push you back a little bit and you get your foot free.' 
Itwas a struggle and a tussle and I would not normally 
have had the strength to get him out, but with the 
adrenalin pumping I was able to get him out. I lacer- 
ated his back, and managed to pull his pants off, while 
getting him out through the opening that scraped him. 

There were a few more flames around the fire wall, so I 
just collled him down the ditch. Lt was about .a item foot 
elevation difference. (Excerpt from subject's description) 


Situation VIII 

The subject rescued an individual from a building which had 
been totally destroyed by an explosion. The building had col- 
lapsed and was on fire. 


...Then I walked further away from where most of the 
people were, towards where the explosion had occurred, 
and looking at it carefully I saw some individual stand 
up in the middle of a bunch of debris, surrounded by 
fire and holding onto a pole. Ll didn’t see him “stand 
up,) lesaw hime standing there, and Iethousht, Christ, 
there was an explosion and someone is still alive in 


there.' So I walked in to where he was, he was still 
standing there, and I put his arm over my shoulder and 
walked away from the area. (Excerpt from subject's 
description) 


Situation 1X 
The subject saved three persons from drowning after a boat 
had capsized with the three in the boat. 


I was on the opposite side of the truck, I didn't exactly 
see the boat, which was about 250 to 300° feet from) shore, 
tip over. My wite called out... leswameout Lo ichestirse 
fellow, his head was underneath the water and he was sink- 
ing down. I grabbed him by the hair...and dragged him to 
shore...I proceeded to go for the second fellow...He was 
conscious but he could hardly swim...The third fellow was 
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hanging onto the boat. The bottom was very muddy. Under 

the water you couldn't see a thing...(Excerpt from sub- 

ject's description) 
Research Questions 

This research focused on some items in the literature which 
seemed to be most prevalent and in need of further clarification. 
The items were stated in the form of research questions as follows: 


Item 1. Did the subjects feel there were cultural traditions or 


societal norms which prompt people to act prosocially? 


item 2. Did the subjects feel that their prosocial behavior was 
modelled on parental behavior or influenced by parental 
nurturance or discipline practices? 

Item 3. Do the subjects that have demonstrated prosocial be- 
havior share some specific personality traits or a common 
personality profile? 

Item 4. What are the subject's level of moral reasoning as estab- 
lished by Kohlberg's Moral Judgement Interviews? 

Item 5. What was the subject's level of moral reasoning used in 
the real situation? 

Item 6. Were there sequential steps which subjects followed as they 
proceeded to intervene? 

ftem 7. Was the prosocial behavior afiected by the presence or be- 
havior of other bystanders? 

Item 8. Was the prosocial behavior affected by the considered ex- 
pertise of the actor? 

Item 9. Was the prosocial behavior affected by the characteristics 


of the person needing assistance? 
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Presentation of the Data 


The data was collected from all the subjects and organized 
around the possible antecedents of prosocial behavior as reported 
in the review of the literature. The data was used to answer the 
research questions formulated, and to add to, judge, accept and 
discard various elements of the profile of the altruist that was 
currently available. As Leedy (1974) states "The mind of the re- 
searcher must do battle with the observed facts until the fact re- 
veals its meaning with respect to the problem " (p. 109). 
Guidelines for the Study 

The obvious limitations of any study is the realization that 
much may be missed in pursuing the study, the following guidelines 
established by Rothney (1968, pp. 40, 41) were kept in mind: 

- The 'importance' of the material gathered. No time was 

wasted gathering information outside of the purpose of 
the study. 

- Concern with 'completeness'. An attempt was made to give 
as complete a picture of the researched area as possible, 
realizing that certain kinds of behavior may have been 
neglected. 

- The third area was ‘differentness'. The researcher has 


attempted to maintain an awareness of the uniqueness of 
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the subjects. Although the prosocial behavior may have been 


similar (saving someone's life) the motivation, behavior 


and situation may have been different. 
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- Fourth is 'observability' of the behavior. Although 
much of what is reported here is in retrospect and gleaned 
from personal interviews, much can be substantiated from 
files and reports of the action reported just after the 
prosocial behavior. 
Summary 
This chapter has provided an overall view of the procedures 
which were followed in conducting this study. The following des- 
criptions were included: the merits of the naturalistic study; 
the background, rationale and procedure for the interview strategy; 
other instruments used; the nature and establishment of the sample; 
a description of the situations or setting for the interventions; 
the research questions which provided the focus for the study; the 
outline for the presentation of the data; and the guidelines for 


the study. 
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CHAPTER IV 


FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 


This chapter reports findings from the interview sessions and 
from the forms completed by the subjects. The interviews were a 
rich source of information and each represented the uniqueness of 
the subject's intervention. The attempt in this reporting and 
discussion of the data is to examine the responses of the ten sub- 
jects in the sample and to interpret the findings of this study in 
light of previous findings. The presentation of the data follows 
the format established for reporting on the related literature. 

Each of the research questions represents the inquiry into a variable 
suggested in the literature as affecting prosocial behavior. Each 
item is stated as a question and is followed by a detailing of the 
responses considered relevant to that dimension of the investigation. 
Quotations are used to illustrate the nature of the responses, main- 
tain the personal perspective of individuals, and indicate the use 
and location of probing questions by the interviewer. 

To preserve the anonymity of the participating subjects, sub- 
ject A, B, C, ete. is used to designate individuals and this desig- 
nation is randomized for each item-that is, there is no connection 
between subject A on one item and subject A on another item. 

This chapter is an attempt to describe as precisely as possible 
what was observed about the group and about individuals within the 
group. Causal relationships or generalizations regarding the pheno- 
mena of altruistic behavior, represent a synthesis of the findings of 


the multi-dimensional inquiry. 
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85 
Internal Variables 


Item 1: Did the subjects feel that there were cultural tradi- 
tions or societal norms which prompt people to act 
prosocially? 

In our diverse and multicultural society is is difficult to 
identify specific cultural norms which permeate the society as a 
whole. There seems to be a wide range of behavior which is accepted 
and tolerated. The functional norms of our society seem ambiguous. 
When behavior is inconsistent with a traditionally accepted norm, 
laws are frequently passed in an attempt to bring the behavior in 
dine with the expectations. “In “North America, theres is | trend to 
use the Wéeal structure to entorce prosocial behavior (Huston, 
Geis, & Wright, 1976). This would indicate that there is a growing 
concern for, and acknowledgement of, the discrepancy between the be=— 
havioral norm that is preferred, and the actual behavior being dis- 
played. 

The subjects in this study seem to confirm the lack of a pre- 
dominant norm for prosocial behavior. 

OQ2ls tt va duty of va person to nelp someone else? 
SubpeehuA) AS Lathink Le as: 

Q: Why? 

AS Ledon*t know, 2b is justthe way DL was *rought=up. 


Subject B) 


> 


It is the attitude of people, they do not want to 
get involved. 


Q: Do you think it (not wanting to get involved) is 
common in our society? 


AS Oh, quite comuon [tam sure... 


Subject G) A: No, Dt think at is entirely an individual reaction: 
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Q: So, would you hold it against someone who didn't act? 
As’ No, iL would not. 


Subject D) A: Maybe not expected - maybe I would want to change the 
world. “I would want others to do it forvme. lf £t 
ended up that that I couldn't do it then, I would 
want others to doit. My expectations are very low 
now because of that (incident), because I saw too 
many stand and watch instead of do...When it comes 
Eight down to it, . dom't think anybody can watch 
somebody else literally die...Your conscience would 
not leave you alone the rest of your life. 


Subject E) Q: Do you think that everyone should do what you did if 
they sot intova situation dike that? 


A: Yes, I do. There are many people that don't do it 
though. 


Subject F) Q: Did you say it was a responsibility to save someone 
else's life? 


A: Well, you just don't let somebody die...you couldn't 
shoot anybody, and that's what it amounts to. 


Subject G) Q: Do you think that everybody would be required to do 
what you did? 


ASS Oh, Ledon ft think so. 
Q: Why not? 


A: Because a lot of people couldn't handle it. © think 
it would bother a lot of people mentally. 


Subject BH) O- Why is) it important ito help somebody, else? 


A: Well, I don't know. I suppose as you go through life, 
you come to realize that man is a social animal. He has 
to live with his fellow men and you can live with them 
by being a bit of an isolationist...and not having 
anything to do with your fellow man. If you do that, 
maybe your thinking is more for your own preservation. 
But if you go through life and accept the social nature 
of man and become more of a social animal, then perhaps 
you realize that the protection of life - of someone 
else's life--has an equal importance to the protection 
of yours. Perhaps it is the exposure of this type of 
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social living that gives someone the motivation or 
lack of thought of the consequences and which 
causes them to put their own life in some kind 

of danger to save ‘another. 


Subject 1) Q: Do you agree with the law in California which states 
that people should intervene on behalf of others? 


A: That is not what the law says. The law just says, 
you will be punished if you don't. There is a big 
ditterence....No, . don’t think that if its a valid 
law. I don't think assistance should be rendered 
under the threat of punishment if it isn't rendered 
-..-but, even in saying that I would suggest that 
the assistance that is called for under the Cali- 
fornia law, is assistance to alleviate suffering 
at only inconvenience to others; like stopping at 
a car accident to cover someone with a blanket, 
to phone for an ambulance, perhaps to put someone 
in the back of the car and drive them to the near- 
est hospital. I think it is absolutely impossible 
to legislate authority which will punish a guy for 
not going into a burning car to get somebody out, 
OF NOt risking his own Life for another. 


subjects recognize the value of prosocial behavior in a society but 
are aware of and accept those whose actions do not reflect this 
valuing. 

If the prosocial norm does not seem to predominate in our 
society on the whole, some subjects reflected on prevalent norms 
of their sub-cultures. Three out of the ten subjects perceived 
their rural background as having played a role in their early 
socialization. The following interview excerpts acknowledge the 
possible long term effects the expectations of their community may 
have had on them. 

Subject A) Q: ...you mentioned a small town. 
As sthat Had a lot to do write 2t. © would Ehink. 


Q: What were the effects? 
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Aerirst of abl mot taking off and helping. IP you 
come from a small community you are always help- 
ing someone else. You are never saying, 'Well, 
to hell with you. You can do it your own way.' 
It is very cliquey in a small community. You are 
friends with everybody and you know everybody. 


Subject B) Q: What does upbringing have to do with this whole 
thing? 


A: It is what you know that has been put into you; 
what you picked up without knowing...I grew up in 
a small town and we were very close as kids. We 
lit our first cigarette together...We knew what 
was going on with everybody. There were no secrets. 

Q: Always instant feedback? 

A: Yes, and if you did something wrong, your friends 
would criticize you. In my mind I grew up more 
concerned about what my friends were going to say 
than what my parents were going to say, because 
that is the way it was. 

Although the people in this study did act to help people in 
distress, they didn't feel that everyone in our society would or 
should help, and none thought that using legal means to encourage 
prosocial behavior was desirable. The norm of our society seems 
ambiguous enough that those who do display prosocial behavior, 
do not seem to do so because of overall societal expectations and 
display some degree of tolerance for those who did not act. 

In order to accoumte for variatdons*ot prosoclal» behavior with 
in cultures or sub-cultures, the effect of the family as a social- 
ization agent was examined. 

Item 2 Did the subjects feel that their prosocial behavior 

was modelled on parental behavior or influenced by 


parental nurturance and/or discipline practices? 


In our society there are many variables which may or may not 


7 am T fet 
ay a 


a rer 
“bot els We Hay, ns 


Stuilw aks! a aby, tie? sunt saree city e 


are 


ib Be 
ft 


puny hig IG wa talaes ged cd! wow sel eh at bial 


J < fi nore vcd ‘teatit t= on pena 
Tia as qh ' a andl: 9 fou aie ae) hie ui ett 


iv ita igi age: ari 
segy «208 ewe _ eee i} - na 


ey & 1 ee ee een 


Pac pear the sent Hier to 


ig * civ - iJ as niad (arse Sights Pil Wee VA ait aut “ : 
9°64 °¢.97 ni wi Ay SAlira bl oi 
Pah i ~~ f Pi ; 
: vat t ital gree, ahh) Sten Sigil ROPER! BO) cape 
; retin ee 
: ‘$2 gata!’ 54 : ae Ath eye 2 ui La yn ri = 


ay ed ed 


; ri ‘—. a _ 
co) al ne hel] Oe Por cliv Vhotg s20°? of SEAR, 2 & Speedsta 
? J 


Sly ee Zen 5 lei af nwo gone Amenserh 


; 
* Cows & bre Nei 49m unm!) anew lave gion blwoda 

4yatveouns td eum, Lit Slee , a4 

a, (fai ee EA fohendet iatpono7g 

et AA agar unite 


~cieaad oar ob # mse son = 


SI “att at 


10 bie Lwus 


wn ~ 
gha visrour- Fue ig va tid 


; 
if ay 


haw difaliasiose> desea) feuové 19 
: 4 


ae dou hIh aie wets 742049875 = fot Yo segue) sor tial 


ce qotds tew! yok Smee on ebro: AT 


aif ig ivpisd Tet qaotn 


jnkabe oe Ge yLINSsaet Ve J9ytrs ss .2nyd Lib oor si sor02tia AE 
Hoteeie ort souye TORTS tw 
aE» 5 an 7 a ) 


yor ioivatiet Eetaonwaa Tisha ou, veal) hao f we. 
wit pease! Tt “bel 22 ‘+: pou *h tur ri baad 
LTaaG ise, was tus oath” a rhe | 


abe, ead ante ies shad fot ev abtiuy Sot eye Sothinatins or 
’ 


89 


play an influential role in children's development. All of the 

subjects in this study have been living away from their original 

family structure for many years. It would have been ideal to 
closely investigate the family actions and interactions as these 
subjects grew up as young children. This was impossible, so the re- 
searcher had to rely on the subjects’ perceptions of the nature 

and importance of the family influence. 

The difficulty in dealing simultaneously with the many dimen- 
sions Of jchild rearing is obvious, and to isolate one aspect of 
socialization from the whole is almost impossible. In this study 
the subjects expressed a variety of opinions, ranging from confu- 
Sion, LO (cCeréainty, as to the effect of parental nurturance or 
modelling. In the following responses the confusion or lack of 
specificity is evident even after interviewer probing. 

Q: Did your parents have any influence on you? 

Suppect A) AY Il euess it i¢ just built into you. 9I.den’t know 4£ 
it is heredity or just in “your mind to help some— 
body when they are in trouble. I don't know why we 
do things when we do them. Maybe through the years 
my parents taught me somehow, but I don't understand 
it...Well, you know, we were a pretty close family 
and my mom and dad would take anyone in. 

Subject B) A: Oh, I am sure to an average degree. Yes, the aver- 
age amount of influence the parents have on an off- 
spring, I had at least that much from my parents. 

This lack of specificity typified all the subjects' initial 
responses tothe questions. With further probing seven of the sub- 
jects were able to identify behavior or traits of their parents 


which they felt had influenced them. Two of the subjects identi- 


fied a nurturing mother. 
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Did your parents have any influence on your behavior? 
I think of the two, - my mother primarily, because 


most of my childhood—the times I can remember - my 
father was away. 


> What can you remember about her? If you think about 


influence, what stands out? 
Oh, I think a love, a gentleness and consideration. 
Do you apply them yourself? 


wl tke to think that t am considerate of other 
people. Yes, I do. 


Pethinkgsos.= Yes, sure.  lawasabrougnte up) pveny 
mother. She devoted a large part of her influence 
to try to make me what I am. She complimented me 
when I did take things coolly. She made me into an 
image of what she thought was good; what she thought 
she would like me to be. 


Are you pleased with that? 


Yes, ol think so.) There: is nothing [do not. like: 
Basically, I am happy with myself. 


Three other subjects perceived a more direct link with their 


parents' verbalizations and/or actions and their own prosocial be- 


naavale@noe 


Subject A) A: 


Subject B) A: 


Do you think your parents had any influence on your 
behavior? 


Well, my dad has told me he has pulled people off. 

My dad is an electrician, a linesman, he has told 

me about pulling people off poles that were badly 
burned. But I have never seen him do anything like 
that. He lives out in B.C. “and I phoned him and told 
him that night (after the incident) what had happened. 
I had to talk to somebody (weeping) - so he said, 
‘None worry about! dite. Ourw. etry and forget it. 
but you will never forget it.' 


My parents are from European background and they are 
very strict. They wouldn't hurt anybody else, that 
Sort of thing, and it was passed onto me in my up- 
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bringing. ...‘ou kind of pass it on to your kids what 
you were brought up with, I wouldn't change that. 


subject C) A: I was born and raised on a farm. Things were a lot 
different when I was little. If there was ever a car 
stopped on the road, my dad always asked if he could 
help, even if it was just a tire...He never mentioned 
It »once that f-should be that way, but 1 do that now 
s.-LE E"see another trucker on the road, I bet you 
99 out of -L00 times, I ask him 1f there is anything 
ieeair do. 


Two of the subjects did not think that their behavior reflected 


their earlier family interaction. 


Subject A) A: They (mother and father) let me pretty well go on my 
own. Iwas never close to my family. I was always 
the rebellious one, and if someone was in trouble it 
was usually me. My dad had a farm. I never helped 
him on it, I would always go and work for somebody 
else. 


Q: Did your parents suggest that you should be helpful 
to people? 


KMS IN@E ElMeve IL Cein FeSeevlil. 


Subject B) A: My father was domineering and a tyrant and I learned 
to be a tyrant too in order to deal with him... My 
parents made the whole world a bed of roses for me. 
I found out Gt wasn't Like that at all- Those roses 
had a lot of thorns. In fact the many morals and 
things I have been brought up with have been des- 
troyed since...My parents are not the type to get 
really involved without being returned in payment 
for it. “Dade fettor you 41 you will doit tor 
me‘ was the way they operated. 


Although subject B did not feel that the prosocial behavior 
displayed was a result of family expectations or modelling, the sub- 
ject had a desire to make family contact immediately after the inci- 
dent. 

A: ...L phoned my dad. My first reaction was that I 
wanted to hear my parents' voice....They asked me 


Why the hell i did it," Couldn't 1 stay out lot 
trouble?” , 
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The intent of this study was not to examine in detail the 
effects of various socialization practices within the family, but 
rather to determine if the subjects perceived certain familial 
patterns or experiences as being directly related to their deci- 
sion to intervene on behalf of another. 

The literature (Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977) strongly sup- 
ports the idea thatempathic and sympathic responding are in part 
necessary for prosocial behavior to occur and that they likely 
find their beginning in the family. The empathic reaction was 
certainly evident in the subjects and will be elaborated on later 
in the chapter, but the source of this empathy or the factors con- 
tributing to it could not be established or traced to the family 
background, in this study. 

Along with the related literature in Chapter II,studies by 
Aronfreed & Paskal (1966); Midlarsky & Bryon (1967); Staub (1971) 
and Yarrow, Scott & Waxler (1973)> report that the influence of 
nurturance and a meaningful, warm relationship built up over time, 
resulted in positive action on behalf of children. This study does 
not dispute that modelling and nurturance may encourage the long 
term behavioral disposition for prosocial behavior, but did find 
that it was not a necessary antecedent for the subjects studied. 

Although there is great variety in the subjects' responses, 
all seem to accept the idea that parents had an influence, some 
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fluence into an antecedent with a causal relationship to their be- 
havior. 

Item 3 Do the subjects, who have demonstrated prosocial 

behavior, share some specific personality traits 
or a common personality profile? 

Data on the personality of the subjects was gathered in two 
ways. Firstly, the interview provided a source of the subjects' 
self-perceived traits and secondly, all of the subjects completed a 
personality research form and from this a personality profile was 
drawn for each individual. 

The personality profiles from the Personality Research Form were 
examined to determine the subjects' scores relative to the test norms 
end to ;see if the scores clustered around any point on individual 
Erate continug., specific attention was paid toltraits in which more 
than half of the subjects fell above, or below the norm. If there was 
an even distribution of the subjects about the norm, the item was con- 
sidered to be neutral, that is, no group tendency was observed. In 
addition, it was noted how many subjects deviated by more than one 
standard deviation from the norm on the traits in which the subjects 
were not evenly distributed about the norm, 

ThesPeR fw tdentities twenty personality traits which make up the 
personality profile. Table IV indicates the distribution of the sub-— 
jects on the individual traits). 

Jackson (1967) organized items through factor analysis and theo- 
retical considerations into a number of superordinate categories. These 
eategories are Of Specific interest to the study, and seem to identity 


certain personality dimensions that were common to the subjects in the 
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TABLE IV 


subject Distriptition on Personality Trait Continua 


Abasement 
Achievement 

Apia lation 
Aggression 

Autonomy 

Change 

Cognitive Structure 
Defedence 

Dominance 

Endurance 


Exhibition 


Harmavoidance 
Impulsivity 
Nurturance 

Order 

Play 

Sentience 

Social Recognition 
Succorance 


Understanding 


Norm High (H) 
LSD 


Low (L) 
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sample. The following discussion will be organized around Jackson's 
categories, however, individual traits will be highlighted as they 
appear to contribute to the profile of this sample. In each cate- 
gory a line divides traits considered by Jackson (1967) to be oppos- 
ing. The location of subject clusters in the trait continua was 
indicated by (L) when the cluster was below the norm, by (H) when 
the cluster was above the norm, and by (N) when it was about the 
norm. 

Category A. Measures of impulse expression and control (Table V) 

The group tendency in this category was to rank high in harm- 
avoidence, order and cognitive structure, and to be evenly distri- 
buted about the norm on the traits of impulsivity and change. This 
would suggest that the subjects would be better described as care- 
ful, cautious, organized, deliberate and precise; rather than im- 
pulsive; hasty, reckless or flighty . 

The subjects' self-perceptions of their dominant traits sup- 
ported the findings of the research form, as the following comments 
indicate, 

Subject A) My method of doing things is to be methodical and to 
try tobe logical...) Lend) to bescoolm din nese! sit 
uations, at least I appear that way to other people. 

Subject Br You can*t be spinny. 

Subject C) I think I am more cautious...a lot of things my friends 
would do, I wouldn't do...maybe more logical, but I am 
not sure about that. 


In this category the clustering at the high end of the harm- 


avoidance continuum is particularly noticeable (Table [y) with 
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TABLE V 


Category A. Measures of Impulse Expression and Control 


TeaLts Cluster of Subjects 

Impulsivity N 
Change N 
Harmavoidance H 
Order H 
Cosnitive Structure H 

N = Norm 

L = Low (Below the norm) 

H = High (Above the norm) 
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nine out of ten subjects above the norm. Jackson's (1967) descrip- 
tion of this cluster would then be: 

Does noe enjoy exciting activities, especially if 
danger is involved; avoids risk of bodily harm; seeks 
to maximize personal safety. (p. 7) 
This description would at first seem to describe the inactive by- 
stander, rather than subjects of this sample who had distinguished 
themselves by intervening at considerable risk to themselves. 
However, in light of Latane & Darley's (1970) research, the 
apparent contradiction is reduced. The progress through a sequence 
of decision-making steps reflects an approach which is orderly and 
attempts to reduce potential complications and danger. 
The subjects’ description of their mode of operation during 
the incident itself gives further support to the deliberate and 
controlled nature of their behavior. 
Subject A) A: I knew I was faced with a situation...something I was 
always worried about, but hoped would never happen... 
InNsitarteds to comoutm. .. tan. then irsaid. UGeteaterip 
on yourself, go back and get your outside clothing on 
...collect yourself" - and then I went back in and 
deliberately forced myself to take it logically. 
Subject. BY A: I didn’t really know what to:do right away. “There 
was no way I was going up to the car, because I didn't 
know if the gas tank had exploded...and it would take 
me with it. So, we waited a split second and I saw 
that the tank had ruptured and. all the gas had gone down 
the hill and ignited, so I knew it was okay. 
Subject CG) Ay Yes, I thought “about myself, but I also thought, ot 
better get him out quick, otherwise it is going to 
explode and it is "going to be too Later... . 
Subject D) A: It depends to what extent you are going to think 
logically or considér the consequence of your 


actions. You know you could stand there and start 
with your family and end up wondering if you are go- 
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ing to spoil your best shoes, By the time you get 
down to the point where you decide the things to 
consider, it would be too late. You know, I don't 
suppose for a minute that I thought it was going to 
blow up. LE wasn't going to go in theré with a 
thought that while I was in, it was going to pop. 
The thought that was in my mind was, 'I am going 
to get him out just before it pops'...now with that 
in mind you don't think about the consequences of 
what Might happen if...I suppose it is the ulti— 
mate in positive thinking, 

The result of the P.R.F., the subjects’ self-perceptions and 
their personal account of their thoughts prior to intervening are 
all supportive of the idea that their behavior was controlled, 
rather than impulsive, and designed to minimize the personal risk 


involved, 


Category B. Measures of Orientation Toward Work and Play 
(Table VI) 


The group tendency in this category was to rank high in achieve- 
ment and endurance, and to be evenly distributed about the norm on 
the play trait. This group tendency would suggest that the sub- 
jects would be better described as striving, purposeful, resource- 
ful, persistent and persevering, rather than frivolous and care- 
free, 

There was a noticeable clustering at the high end of the 
achievement scale, with 8 out of 10 of the subjects above the norm, 
Jackson's (1967) description of 80% of the sample would be: 

Aspires to accomplish difficult tasks; maintains high 
standards and is willing to work toward distant goals; 
responds positively to competition; willing to put forth 
effort to attain excellence. (p. 6) 


All of the subjects, in their interviews, reported a desire to 
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TABLE VI 


Category B. Measures of Orientation Toward Work and Play 


Traits Cluster of Subjects 
Achievement H 
Endurance H 
Play N 

N = Norm 


L = Low (Below the norm) 


H = High (Above the norm) 
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do a good job, regardless of the task, and a desire to see things 
through to the end. It seems that the subjects, by taking on the 
task of helping another in distress, displayed behavior support- 
ive Of ‘this trait. 

There was a similar clustering at the high end of the endur- 
ance scale. The description of 802 of the sample would be: 

Willing to work long hours; doesn't give up quickly on a 
problem; persevering, even in the face of great difficulty; 
patient and unrelenting in his work habits. (Jackson, 1967, 
Pp. 6) 

Other data obtained from the interview was supportive of the 
presence, of this trait in individuals. ~Once decidimg to winter— 
vene on behalf of another, they all persevered under extremely 
adverse conditions. The conditions under which some of the sub- 
jects risked intervening, were documented in police and witness 
reports as illustrated in the following Fire Chief's Report, 
compiled from witnesses' statements: 

A man went over and kicked out the window of the bedroom 
where the child was. The smoke was so dense and the heat so 
intense, that no one would go into the room and everyone 
moved away. (The subject) went over to the window and 
crawled into the room...the smoke was excessive...because of 
the heat and smoke, no one would go near the window to assist. 

In another case the beneficiary reported; 

...being trapped in his truck and covered with diesel fuel 

and blood. He had tried to discourage the helper, as he 

thought his own position to be hopeless. However, the 
helper refused to abandon him and persevered with his rescue 
attempt. The person to be rescued was considerably heavier 
in weight than the helper and reported having back lacera- 


tions proving that he was bigger than the hole he was pulled 
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These two examples are illustrative of the unrelenting efforts 
displayed by all the subjects. They saw something that needed to be 
done, decided to do it and persevered until the intervention was 
completed. 


Category C. Measures of Orientation towards Direction from 
Other People (Table VII) 


The group tendency in this category was to rank low in succor-— 
ance (6 out of 10 subjects were below the norm), and high in auto- 
nomy (7 out of 10 were above the norm). This group tendency would 
suggest that the subjects would be best described as free, self- 
reliant, independent, and autonomous, rather than looking for sup- 
port or seeking help and being dependent on other reactions. 

Jackson (1976) defined the autonomous individual as: 

Tries to break away from restraints, confinements or re- 
strictions of any kind; enjoys being unattached, free, not 
tied to people, places or obligations; may be rebellious when 
faced with restraints. (p. 6) 
the tendency for the low score on the succorance trait is sup— 

portive of the higher score on the opposing trait, autonomy. 

All the subjects in this study reported making the decision to 
act independently of input from others. In one of the interven- 
tions, two persons in the sample acted together in the same rescue 
and were supportive of each other, but revealed the following in 
the interview: 


Oi EE would have said, don't doit. don"t go near 1t, what 


would you have done? 


A: I might have hesitated, but I think I would have made the 
same kind of effort. 
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TABLE VEE 


Category C. Measures of Orientation towards Direction 
from Other People 


Traits Cluster or Sub jects 
Succorance L 
Autonomy H 

N = Norm 
L = Low (Below the norm) 
H = High (Above the norm) 


— = Sa 
aot «it 
ta. 2a sunt) dati “1 & 


et 
4 


| 


103 


On further probing into this incident, it seems that each in- 
dividual decided on their own to act and expected the other to 
antive ata similar decision. 

The other subjects in the study acted in the presence of 
neutral or opposing bystanders and did not appear to have been 
aptected by their input or Vaek of it. This discussion will be 
expanded later in this chapter under situational factors (Item 7). 


Category D. Measures of Intellectual and Aesthetic Orienta- 
tions (Table VIII) 


The group tendency in this category was to evenly distribute 
around the sentience norm and to rank low on the understanding 
trait. Seventy percent of the subjects could be described as not 
being sparticularly intellectually curious, sretlectivesoratneoreti— 
cal. 

This was supported in the interviews where subjects, on the 
whole, were not interested in analyzing their behavior, They re- 
ported great personal satisfaction regarding their prosocial actions, 
but were not interested in why they did what they did, and had given 
little thought to their motivation. 

Category E. Measures of Degree of Ascendancy (Table IX) 

The group tendency in this category was to rank high in domi- 
mance. This tendency would seem that the subjects could be de- 
fined as forceful, dominant, and assertive. The description of 


80% of the sample would be: 
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TABLE ViLEL 


Category D. Measures of Intellectual and Aesthetic 


Orientations 
Trakts Cluster of Subjects 
Understanding L 
Ssentience N 


N = Norm 


ee 
It 


Low (Below the norm) 


an) 
I 


High (Above the norm) 
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TABLE IX 


Category E, Measures of Degree of Ascendancy 


Itaits Cluster of subjects 
Dominance H 
Abasement N 

= Norm 


Low (Below the norm) 


High (Above the norm) 
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Attempts to control his enviornment, and to influence 
or direct other people; expresses opinions forcefully; 
enjoys the role of leader and may assume it spontaneously. 
(Jackson, 1967, p. 6) 
During the interview, the subjects' self-perception of their 
qualities in this dimension of personality, support the research 


form results, 


Subject A) A:...Yes I usually take charge more often than just 
Poingealone . 


Subject B) As...1 have always been able te stand there and say, 
To,he lh lawith vous, 


Q: What do you think made you do it? 


Subject C) A: I guess my dominance, I have always been a fighter, 
no matter what the odds were. 


It is also supported by the take charge attitude displayed by 
the subjects during their intervention. After making the decision 
to intervene all of the subjects not only initiated action, but 
also directed others. This is evident in the following comments: 
Subject A) ...as I jumped I said, 'Somebody stand by the window 

imecase. | dontt. make 1t lout. eat) least. vyouscanages, the 
baby if I can get the baby to the window’. 

Subject B) ...She was down there and she wasn't coming up, so I 
said: |We'liegeteneryup:. It«didn"t take very dong; 
it all happened very quickly. 

The results of the P.R.F., the subjects’ self—perceptions and 
their personal accounts of their behavior during the intervention, 


are all supportive of the idea that the subjects felt powerful and 


capable of taking control of a situation, 
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Cacegory i (Measures tof Degree and Quality of Interperson 
Orientation (Table X) 


The group tendency in this category was to rank high in nurtur- 
ance and low in affiliation, exhibition, social recognition, aggres- 
Sion and defedence. This was the only category in which the sub- 
jects' data did not support Jackson's division of traits into oppos- 
ing scales within the category. The 70% of the subjects appearing 
at the high end of the nurturance continuum could be described as: 

Give sympathy and comfort; assists others whenever poss- 
ible. interested an’ caring for children. the disabled) tor 

the infirm; offers 'helping hand' to those in need; readily 

performs favors for others. (Jackson, 1967, p. 7) 

The group would not be described as particularly affable, gregarious, 
nor easily angered, antagonistic, or defensive. Also-of interest 
was the clustering at the low end of the continuum on the traits of 
exhibition and social recognition. Seventy percent of the subjects 
could be described as not wanting to be the centre of attention, 

and as not being ostentatious or exhibitionistic. Ninety percent 

of the subjects were on or below the norm of the social recognition 
Erave, Indicating that they are’ not. seeking sor recognition, approval, 
admiration, or desirous of credit, 

The awarding agency reported difficulty in tracking down the 

subjects in the sample, in order to inform them of the award. The 
subjects, in the interview, refleeted an ambivalent attitude toward 
being recognized for their actions. The following comments support 


the research findings which indicated that social recognition was 


not a dominant trait. 
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TABLE X 


Category F. Measures of Degree and Quality of Interperson 


Orientation 
Traits Cluster of Subjects 
Affiliation L 
Nurturance H 
Exhibition LE 
Social Recognition L 
Aggression L 
Defendence L 


N = Norm 
L = Low (Below the norm) 
H = High (Above the norm) 
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Subject A) 


Subject B) 


Subject GCG) 


Subject. Dp) 


Subject E) 


Subject F) 


Subject G) 
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Were you pleased to get the award? 


Not really. I had been nominated for another award 
and had turned it down. 


No, even now I feel embarrassed about the award... 
when the subject of the reward first came up I 
ehoughesthey really shouldn't be holding that) sort 
OF VEhIing .n.slteiss nice. to get recognition,, but 1 
would Nave peen satisfied if 1 hadn't, 


I didn't expect anything. When they (awarding agency) 
got hold of me, I was dubious as to whether I would 
even for to set at, 

Nom. Le you Wantemy Opinion 1f 1S qust ascrock on "o' 
I'm not knocking the people who put the awards on, 

or the people who asked me to accept the award. It 

is unimportant, you don't need a medal. People came 
over and asked me why I don't have it on the china 
Cabinet walt. tsein the top drawer of my dresser, 

and that's where it is going to stay. [ don"t want 
people, towkpow about at...1 just. dont likes talking 
about it. 


I was scared to go to Edmonton. It was nice the way 
it was done, and nice to give people awards for stuff 
tike-that, but myselt, I didnt think [deserved it, 


No, what bothered me about the medal, was that my sat- 
isfaction was a result of the person still being 
alive, that was good enough.... am tired of people 
saying I did a great job. and me saying, ‘Thank you'. 
It is simply, 'Just leave me alone’, 


You mentioned that it was not important that other 
people understood your action in this incident, 
could you elaborate? 


I don't think a general understanding of my actions 
and motivations would fulfill me anymore, would 
bolster my ego anymore, would give me a sense of 
satisfaction anymore, would give me more of a sense 
of pride. I know that a couple of organizations have 
recognized this and rewarded me, which I appreciate 
and consider an honor. The knowledge is there that 
they have recognized what I did, and that is nice. 
But as to the question whether it matters to me, 
whether everybody knows what my motivations were or 
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understands my motivations, as was the question,- 
there is nothing there which gives me a self-satis- 
faction, That sounds a little deprecating; maybe 
Lididn"t put it quite right, You know, you feel 
good when a guy comes and pats you on the back and 
says, 'Gee, that was a great thing'. You know, you 
swell up a little bit. But to have some guy under— 
stand my emotions and feelings as to why I did it, 
that doesn't really seem to be signifieant. 

All of the settings of the interventions were critical and 
adverse enough that the potential for failure or for looking 
ridiculous in trying unsuccessfully was very real. This didn't 
deter the subjects from intervening. §lt 1s clear. from the, sub— 
jects' comments and behavior that action was not motivated by 
potential attention, recognition or reward. Instead they pro- 
vided assistance in an urgent situation, displaying empathy, 
role taking ability and other aspects of nurturance. 

Table XI briefly summarizes the data collected on the person- 
ality of the subjects by means of the Personality Research Form 
and unstructured interviews. The subjects clustered above the 
Horm On traits in Column “AY below the norm en traits in, Column 
mG, and distributed evenly about the norm on traits im’ Colum 
Ulex 10 - 

There has been some concrete evidence emanating from recent 
studies (Kohlberg, 1969) that the stage of moral development or 
moral reasoning and altruistic action are interrelated. “~Ihis 
study attempted to compare the subjects' reasoning behind their- 


action in a real dilemma and their reasoning on a hypothetical 


dilemma. Data was gathered in structured interviews, Kohlberg's 
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Group Trends 


HIGH 

A 
Harmavoidance 
Order 


Cognitive 
Structure 


Achievement 
Endurance 
Autonomy 
Dominance 


Nurturance 


Norm 


TABLE XI 
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on Personality Trait. Continua 


NORM . 
B 
Impulsivity 


Change 


Play 
Sentience 


Abasement 


Low (Below the norm) 


High (Below the norm) 


Succorance 


Understanding 


Affiliation 
Exhibition 
social Recognition 
Aggression 


Dependence 
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Protocols, and in unstructured interviews, in which the subjects 
were asked to reflect on their reasoning and make some value judg- 
ments in relation to their actions. Kohlbere (1968)5 in referring 
to his scheme of stage development, stated: "I have called this 
scheme a typology. This is because about 50% of most people's 
thinking will be at a single stage, regardless of the moral 

dilemma involved" (p. 28). For Kohlberg there exists a unitary 
predisposition to judges in other words, there exists a direct link 
between the differentiated moral structure acquired and the ensuing 
judgment. 


Item 4 What was the subject's level of moral reasoning as 
established by Kohlberg's Moral Judgement Interview? 


All subjects were administered Kohlberg's Moral Judgment 
Interview Form A (Appendix). All subjects were found to be at the 
conventional level of reasoning, 

Within the conventional level, the Stage 1l1l reasoner gives pre- 
cedence to shared interest over individual interests, while the Stage 
IV reasoner has a social perspective which upholds and maintains a 
Social system with its coles and rules: 

the following subjects’ =responses are illustrative vor their 
reasoning: 

Subject A) Q: Why should the Judge sentence Heinz? 

A: To demonstrate to other people that Heinz had broken 
the law, even though the circumstances might indi- 
cate that that wasn’t all that bad’: But he had “still 
broken the law, and we still must maintain a structure 


that our society can hang onto...in other words, even 
though our structure isn't perfect, it must be main- 
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tained and modified, to try and work out its imper- 
fection. (Stage IV) 


Subject B) Q: What is to be said for obeying the law? 

A: There are times when the law, in detail, not in gen-— 
eral, hurts people and if that is the case, then the 
law should be changed. But to ignore the law is en- 
couraging a contempt for authority, which may have 
repercussions, which will far outweigh the simple dis- 
obeying of oné law...1'm thinking about, the fact that 
the whole structure of law by the majority would be 
broken, down. ..(Stage, LV) 


Subject C) Q: Thinking in terms of society, what would be the best 
reasons for the judge, to give him a sentence? 


Ay [he fact. that the law says.sos Society is built von 
those laws...We have to abide by the law which has 
been set by society. “Stage IV —(1TiP) 

Subject D) 0: Should Heinz steal the drug? 

Ae Yes, because ne was prepared to pay, the druggists. . 
bor the sake of saving a lite. and he had mo other 
means of obtaining it, he should steal it. Stage 
TLD “CE 

ihe above Lesponses clearly sil luctrate conventional wievelis or 
reasoning. As has been stated earlier, at the conventional level, 
the self is identified with soeiety and its rules, -and individuals 
act for the betterment of society, or groups within a society. The 
subjects demonstrated by their responses that the presenvation of 
life over property and life as a basic social right, was of import- 


ance to them. 


Item 5 What was the level of moral reasoning used in the 
real situations? 


When one considers interaction between reason and action, and 
finds them suitably related, then the structure within can be con- 


sidered equilibrated. In other words, the moral structure adequately 
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serves the person in his need for interpreting a situation and re- 
sponding to it. Kohlberg and Kramer (1969) suggest, "...adult moral 
stability appears to be more a matter of increased congruence be- 
tween belief and social role" (p. 108), 

Moral judgments are not made in a vacuum. The situational ele- 
ments are a vital factor in each judgment. This is not to suggest 
that the judgment is determined by the situation. Judgment is the 
application and therefore adaptation of principle to situation. 

All of the subjects in this study were consistent in reasoning 
at the conventional level, Stages III or IV. Their reasoning about 
their dilemma with which they were confronted, as well as their 
reasoning about further questions regarding the universality of their 
action, reflected their concern for the societal structure. 

Subject A Well. ..L really couldn’ t Live with mysele if Pdadn't 
help...I guess I wouldn't want to be left the same way 
myself 1f 2 was in his predicament, Stage EIT —(1V) 

subject B ...1f 1 did semething wrong, my friends would  criti— 
cize me. I grew up more concerned about what my friends 
were doing to say then what my parents were going to 
Say .es (otage, LLL) 

Subject ¢ Te"s an important thing (to help) because all lite as. 
I@can't see us existing tor too much, longer ii we, con— 
tinue at the rate we are going (world situation) ~=. 
everyone is your brother...I would want others to do 
it forme. (Stage LV) 

Subject D. 1 would expect a lot of people to de it, Yes, ain the 
circumstances...most people have a feeling of considera- 
tion for their fellow man...I suppose as you go through 
life, you come to realize that man is a social animal. 
Perhaps it is the exposure to this type of social liv- 
ing that gives someone the motivation or lack of thought 
of the consequences which causes them to put their own 


life in some kind of danger to save another. Stage III- 
(IV) 
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Subject E 


Subject F 


bie BS: 


Well, I would like to see everyone like that. I mean why 
shouldn't they be. Then we would know when something did 
happen to us that there was somebody behind that would 
help. Doesn't matter whether you are white, black, or 
green. Stage III - (IV) 


I think the group of people in this (place) have been 

together for a Jong time...there is a good feeling... 

I think everyone would have done that for one of their 
relilows.s(otage LrL) 


The examples indicate the subjects acted out of respect for life 


and the need for maintaining a social structure, and that they had 


concerns about the interaction between people. Although some re- 


sponses give the impression of reciprocal reasoning (Stage II), it is 


clearly conventional, in that the well-being of society and the wel- 


fare of man is a basic consideration. All of the subjects' expres- 


sions indicate their role-taking ability and that they had developed 


a societal perspective. Their actions were not based on concrete re- 


ciprocity. They expressed a desire that others would show concern and 


come to the aid of others for the welfare of individuals and society. 


They repeatedly expressed the idea that their action was a result of 


how they perceived their role as a member of society, 


All the subjects rejected the idea of passing a law in order te 


force others to display prosocial behavior, and felt that it was an 


individual decision. The value of life and the maintaining of that 


life was seen as a value or principle which society and the indivi- 


dual should uphold. Life was seen as of the highest value and its 


preservation considered crucial for the maintenance and structure 


of society. 


In the hypothetical Kohlberg Dilemma all of the subjects felt 


Se dont ankle: a5 ae), 0 
vas 


pa, 4G jul evil yy bee Aigesy 
Qn ioe 1600/8 ssp asst a * 
plitedy Vs. Snes 92°9 seth otugw) enyyeevs 
+ dé? spagder 16 Jou erat eieaeeee wild, Gia) <liqates sf 
ee ides 6 ha Me et ben 


s ; loa ae 
69 @oe Sorte iA §2ST0, bE weiiosead, att ado ibis 


oA war ail! ei 


a as , y21, Siw renes Lub giles to dabenetaai cafe éuly @ ssenore 


we 


9) atl 


Jeu sy ok viele io greta g Tew Ons Sas at , teen rere mu dou 

{ i , 

~TVTLOW ae | = Pure: ae ieee Wie) Gc a) ee ab (Tae G ne vena Yo * st 
boil § tS YONA ei Ogle tae ee 7024524 ve veedla o(4stbat 4 


wije thes .eelontge@isg lwsaivoe 1 _ 


cP q byooetTyT ynalt Moz - yee 


elit, Ch." I WATTLE he i =  S4 ath 7 


“pe lhes Gis. Hebi PRLND OC sfugv -82 abt 91 6@ho. Torey, wits 02 Per 
: ; | 
ti ‘hens’ & F ? we } eis) Imi" » a 4% Peoeal? xy chia tanger yar : - 


a 


sy |} <tdual bot. Sho) Oa Gevientag Yous 7 
. a2 

Ci (ah 1h i L Sine) in ora POanetes apoetdve wis ith if 

‘iste sled tate veo tapech nies | pednedt aa area 83 


Ps i Le io ite gar phe de iowbh- 


jay 4 a 


iD tga obi » 2m Ciel 


dens lt Gee @lc20he C309 2 


al) Das .witice Jguike i pais in Pe eee Sais IePansteprs Siued 


eretsbese Wie Lebhe Wand oft ofa preteens 
- -_ - , P 
’ cs Ls 


a in 
giv eeeattur ath is Ly anole SR cm rd 
F - > _ Ss ) 


116 


that a drug should be stolen to not only save the life of the 
wLEe but also topsave the lite ob a stranger, Sim lariyein real 
dilemmas the subjects' relationship with the beneficiaries 
played no part in their decision to act; they intervened to 
assist a stranger. In most cases the subjects had no idea who 
they were dealing with until they were well into their prosocial 
intervention. In both, the hypothetical and the real dilemma, the 
subjects expressed an obvious concern for the welfare of others 
and their society. 

Altruistic action and the making of moral judgments involves 


an interaction of the following nature: 


Cognitive Structure <——-> Process ~<-—————~ > Definition of 
(Role Taking, Situation (Dilemma) 
Empathy, Compassion) 


In the model, the "process'' is one area that seems critical 
to this study, as it mediates internal and situational antece- 
dents of the intervention. Role taking plays an active part in 
constructing the meaning of any dilemma. Each subject in this 
study appeared capable of role taking and empathy and these 
Pactors acted, as mediators in, their decision to intervene. 

The other factors, namely the defining of the situation, is 
of equal importance. Thomas (1931) alludes to this and the poss- 


ible interaction of external and internal variables: 


{ji ncante* that eels 
sit panne nae, si Jia, paeneataee 


sine 4a pap R08 eh oe a 
Ama hae : 7 pu am 
aes 


VitvVaAe din TBA Po sais, aii, uen gga bik 2 
Porat gif 1% ao lp oar 
nial i | eiuieuwsa svizic 


(aane? 9 15) te wat 
. ni ¥ fae - 
} 


Wad Setn awn 2h) eer the ER CAgamg” eee «Potion met) ae, 
watan lvir()aeddee BG paseeras apietoen xt ~ elo ats ot 
i dy wor ine iy iele Sey At ee taerEIRD HAF, 0 e2ame) : 
a eee ee ras meee | Lin Gay OH eee es ant awsakaiog 
givez hae morph Lurhy aty)b ellen a sidegea alam - 

sea dere sng G2 betrst rnnid 0) gay ee ae 93,2 iS 
“aaa Te) ee Oe ee yen ¢epiae® +e Oo aff, 4 a 
re ne | ae or il savekstvigtel pate . 
tuldetne® Worse sae amare noks 


4 


i 


Preliminary to any self-determined act of behavior, there 

is always a stage of examination and deliberation, which 

we may call the definition or the situation, And actually 

not only concrete acts are dependent on the definition of 

the situation, but gradually a whole life-policy and the 
personality of the individual himself, follow from a series 

Of Such detingtions. (pe 4.) 

The subjects showed a consistency in their conventional moral 
reasoning on the hypothetical dilemma and their reasoning about 
the real situations encountered. They emphasized a concern for 
the social perspective and the value of life. Their role taking 
ability and empathic reaction was not only verbalized but trans-— 


lated into action, indicating a (consistency im their reasoning 


and behavior. 


Situational Variables 

Several possible internal antecedents affecting the subjects 
in this study have already been examined and the extent of their 
influence on the sample discussed. 


ELS) 2) sehen One Elna wneo= 


Le is recognized that behavior 
gration between the person and the situation he or she encounters" 
(Mussen, Eisenberg-Berg, 1977, p. 139). The review of the liter- 
ature identified several situational variables which have re- 
portedly affected bystander intervention or the display of pro- 
social behavior. 

The intent here is to examine the circumstances under which 


the subjects in’this study actediand to assess the ettect of tie 


"setting" on their behavior. 
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Item 6 Were there sequential steps which subjects followed 
as they intervene? 


Latane and Darley (1970) outlined an interlocking series of 
decisions: noticing the event; interpreting it as an emergency; 
considering what is to be done; deciding how to do it; and imple- 
menting the decision. The interviews were used to gather data on 
the self-perceived preactive cognitive activity of the subjects. 


Noticing something wrong and interpreting it as an emergency 


All subjects reported noticing something wrong and interpreting 
it as an emergency. Given the critical nature of each incident, 
supported by police, witnesses and news reports, it does not seem 
surprising that the subjects interpreted the situation as an emergency. 
The context was not ambiguous, and other individuals who came upon 
the scene also saw that something was wrong. 

Q: What made you think there was a problem? 


Subject A) A: You could see he (swimmer) was out too far...his wife 
told us he was in trouble...Somebody came running up 
from further down the beach and said, ‘Who can swim 
Mere: 2s 


Subject B) A: She (subject's wife) called out...'The boat has 
tipped...and one of them has not come up.’. 


Subject ©) “Aca., -she was) crying sand hysterical. wel could cee. her 
older child, but not her two year old....I asked her 
where she was...She said something I couldn't under- 
stand. I grabbed her and asked her again....She 
Said, ‘She as im the crib and) 1 can’t cet her out. 
Petried wand. canuta. 


Subject D) A: I heard the detonation. There was no doubt in my 
mind what it was and I knew I was faced with an ex- 
plosion....As I walked further away from where most of 
the people were, towards where the explosion had 
occurred, and looking at it carefully, I saw some 
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individual stand up in the middle of a bunch of 
debris and hold onto a pole. I didn't see him stand 
up, I saw him standing there, and I thought, 'Christ, 
there was an explosion and someone is still alive, 
standing there!’. 


Subject E) A: The car passed us and was gone....We came around the 
corner and on the ridge of an embankment, the car 
was burning like crazy...We both went up the hill 
and could see the guy in the car was moving and he 
was on fire. 


Subject F) A: The driver was pinned under the wheel and gasoline 
was soaking his legs and there were sparks popping 
and water sizzling. 


Subject G) A: ...the truck had just stopped sliding upside down... 
you could see him (driver) in the crushed cab, there 
was diesel fuel running all over the ditch into the 


Calibre 


Subject H) A: I said 'What is happening?', and he (another bystander) 
said, 'Somebody wants to jump.'. 


The subjects obviously were not alone in noticing something 
wrong and interpreting it as an emergency, in fact the emergency was 
in some instances called to their attention by another. 


Accepting the Responsibility to Act 


The next step, accepting the responsibility to act, is where 
the subjects of this sample distinguished themselves from other by- 
standers. The subjects' responses indicate a bombardment of stimuli; 


tt! 


there was a great deal to take in. Subjects initially reported not 


thinking" but rather "acting out of instinct, reflex action or emo- 


Eilon: « 

Subject A) ... quickly I responded and went into the water, not 
thinking what she said or anything, I just knew that 
the boys were in trouble and needed help. 

Subject B) Now,s..total instinct, 1 just jumped... .1 knew I had a 


baby in a crib....I put together baby and crib and I 
had to find a crib, so I just jumped. 
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-.-.lt) all happened so fast, 1 don't think I had time to 
stop and think of anything....It is just something you 
do. You are there, it happens in a split second, and 
it is all over. 


-it moved so fast. There were so many things happening 
in such a short period of time. 


..It was the two of us (subject and beneficiary) to- 
gether. I couldn't differentiate between what would 
happen to me, if Iodid go in or didn! goin. 


w) Legtess subconsciously 1 was thinkinegs, “Either do 
something or bugger off’. 


Responses to further probing in the interviews indicated that 


despite 
decided 
various 


Subject 


Sup ject 


Subject 


Subject 


Subject 


Subject 


the confusion, there was a critical point at which subjects 

to act. The intervention or decision to act was based on 

reasons. 

ADS.. sNObOdY Was going to act, se i told them to get out of 
my way. 

B ...-1 came on the scene and there were many people stand- 
ing around, but no one was doing anything, so I told a 
couple of them to help me, and we went to work. 

C ..-you know, he sort of got caught under the boat and 
Started to drowne, © drdmet see aim. soOminstantly 1 
took off my clothes and went in. 

D ...f never thought about anything else...I just thought 
about getting him out and thinking of what I had to do at 
that time. 

E ...after assessing the situation I knew he had to be 
hauled out. 

FE .2.1 was thinking....1 was eoing, to do something. one way 


or the other, but what ever itwas there wasn't much 
Eime... lt was soon going. to be too late (to Tun or to cdo 
something, so I opted to do something...and I went over 
and he was.. 


Empathy appears to have been a mediating factor between cogni- 
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tive comprehension of the situation and altruistic action. Empathy 
usually consists of synthesizing the empathic distress and the mental 
representation of the other's general plight. The subjects indi- 
cated a highly sympathetic response to another's distress. They 
seemed to be able to process all levels of information. The sub- 
jects were able to generalize from their specific situation requir- 
ing action, to a more holistic and societal perspective. The empathy 
that subjects experienced served as one form of information about the 
other's state. This understanding of the other's state (being in 
distress) seemed to have given meaning to the subjects' responses. 

Considering what's to be done and how to do it 

The subject's cognitive processes during their invervention 
seemed to be focused on the immediate action needed and the process of 
intervention. Decisions were being made and problems solved under 
stressful and urgent conditions. The interviews show that the sub- 
jects attended to the task and appeared to be only partially aware 
of the activity on the periphery. The clarity with which the sub- 
jects perceived details of the incident and used this information 
in their decision-making was related specifically to the task. The 
subjects seemed to be able to do an instant mental search and bring 
to bear on this incident, relevant information from previous exper- 
iences. Subjects reported using information gained from television 
shows, cadet training, and fire fighting courses taken ten years 
previously. 


Despite the subjects' comments "I didn't have time to think", 


7 = 
ne . welentaa 


—- _ us 
ern) et les 
_ . 


=) 
nxt 4e Aneeetos 
spatdue ed? saderic 5 tors 2! a ews To apigad piqges 


a} ‘ 
ic 


} 
ow tes 


iSaeg4  « nuttow saat nes tamale, at 


fodaamr eit tae saeatalb a teidiaey |43 wi nteaitone Fo: i 


=fini 2 
oT s1vaid 2 tedtene: oF serovar 7) pean aol at on a9 
’ 7 M 
{ Ty fit . ar = fale ba Ip = ; 39o1 ~ is : “S87 O3Q a ‘J cides aw ot bs “2 —a 


. 5 rd 
— ii por tapis PF foahe visi ay 2s waets8§ WD .SSER stew 299% . 
12% J 


7 iss aay hoe 6) Jellies. =to" & 05 ~ftiodtpa gut 2 
4a m4 


i r 9 ¥e'] i { 
> ak 
Oe '3 4 ion rot ea ae heyts@ hae" 2) 159e2 asjasftine 
: ‘ab 59 Yo SRERESRexkin =htT  aaRee s‘x9d30) 
7 
Que re ' > > gD) Go “a? ai; Tid /iLS YET ac ts Sas | (oemnaath 


‘ > nm ‘* 
Hoe Soaat See sor} ut’ 62 ate ed Bom a 


- = = 


‘2 5” => - ee ait 


1 ty NW. Bol & meal - 3 
. i ab id sae gh 0 vist srow cenielootl 
' oy i} wnkw if’ eis a> Jeet 


ro ; 
_ (Feb rece vives ad'c= heres Sne dea+ etd of canmeats 8395 ». 
Len Ie 23h nisty ited, wll, ay ¢piwhigs. sd3 io 
[Lawrets 4 fisap- his tiiitonl <3 fe eiregep corisorsg 
ins lees 94) 24 iT opti loses bateis?: aae a tarts ri 


¥ if —- 
: Liess -tyfl 3 iz 


heeds PL a : intasp tnptxar oe ob GS 


—ode6 mntGstg «esd SobtvadseTH. jievo tae . pre ee ro 
_ ee = 


on (a twe Tad wow boabes- noudsire tut pe 


saree oa? cee ee ara git “(iqutfee 
- 


ara 


the subjects' description during the interview indicated there was 
indeed a great deal of thinking going on. It seems that they did 
not have time to preplan the entire intervention, but instead, 

after deciding to intervene, developed their plan as they proceeded. 
Their actions reflect perception, reasoning and on-the-spot problem- 
solving. The following excerpt illustrates the critical cognitive 
processing of data: 


-..we came around the corner and saw a car burning like crazy 
on the embankment...we knew we had to do something...we 
stopped. I emphasized on my five year old son how important 

it was £00 him to «stay an the car...toid the next truck that 
came along to go to town and get help....We went up to the car, 
at first we couldn't see anything...then we saw someone on the 
ground...his head was laying down the embankment, he was gurgl- 
ing...I turned him so his head was on the incline and tilted his 
head to the side so he wouldn't choke...all that happened in 
four seconds at the most...we saw the other guy in the vehicle 
and he was on fire...we looked at the fire...the first thing 
that came to mind was the possibility of the gas tank explod- 
ing. ..we, couldusee a idark trait.,in the ditch....concluded Ehat 
the gas tank had already ruptured...the flames were so high, 
something had to be fuelling them. It was so terribly hot. 
From a fire training session I had years ago, I learned that 
one should shield oneself...we had nothing else, so we held 
our shirts in front of our faces...we called for the guy to 
wiggle himself free, held out our shirts as a shield and 

moved in quickly. Crouched low...each grabbed one arm... 

he was so badly burned, I was pulling skin off his arm as I 
pulled...we pulled him away from the burning car...I didn't 
think I knew what I was going to do, but everything just 

seemed to fall into place. 


This example captures the flavour of the cognitive processes 
behind the action. It is illustrative of the type of planning and 
thought sequencing also revealed in the other interviews. 

The subjects' attention was so focused during the intervention, 
that all of them reported that they did not consider the possible 


ramifications to their own immediate family, should something have 
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happened to them during the act. 


bres) 


Q: You thought nothing was going to happen to you? 


Subject A) A: Not when I went. It didn't occur to me until hours 
later. It didn’t occur to me to’ think that af 1] 
didn't get out, how my own children would manage. 


Subject. B) As “Nowe like -issaidy there was isc little time. sou just 
think about getting him out. Think about what you 
hHavertowdosat that times. .0 didn © think of my wite sor 


anything else. 


Subject C) A: Lt depends to what extent you are going to think 
logically or consider the consequences of your ac- 
tions. You know you could stand there and start with 
your family and end up wondering if you were going to 
spoil your best shoes. By the time you get down to 
the point where you decide the things to consider, 
the car has probably exploded and the guy has gone up 


in smoke. 


Subject D> A: You know, {f don't suppose for a minute that I thought 
it was-coing to blow... wasn’t goine to go in there 
with the thought that whilst I was in, it was going to 
pop. You see the thought that was in my mind was, 
"i'm going to get him out just before it pops’. Now 
with that in mind, you don't think about tne conse- 
quences of what might happen if it did explode while 
you were in. I suppose it's the ultimate in positive 


thinking: 


Gapject BH) we oles just didnt scemumporcant, at the time» 1t 
wasn't a thing that you could take, weigh the conse- 
quences and then decide what to do. In the need for 
quick action, the impact of the car exploding sudden- 
ly became of minor importance compared to the actions 
I had to take in getting the guy out. They were pretty 
complicated--he was stuck and I had abroken arm. 


The situations were so critical and so intense that the subject's 


attention was focussed on the reality of the situation, 


jecheinere jelaehal yal 


hypothetical or philosophical concerns. All of their energies and 


abilities were directed toward successfully intervening and the “what 


if'' questions occurred to them hours, days or weeks after the inter- 
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vention was complete. 


Item 7 Was the prosocial behavior affected by the presence 
or the behavior of bystanders? 


The literature reported that potential interventions were in- 
fluenced by the presence and reaction of other bystanders, however, 
most of this research literature deals with ‘why people didn't act" 
rather than “why people did act.“ The interventions in this study 
were examined in order to determine whether the subjects made the 
critical decision to act when they were the only bystander or one 
of many. 

Three of the subjects were the first to come onto the scene 
and to perceive the emergency. They accepted the responsibility to 
intervene before others were present. In each of these three 
cases, as other bystanders appeared, the subjects delegated tasks 
to them. Seven of the ten subjects were not alone when they de- 
cided to act. The reactions of the other bystanders in these sit— 
uations varied from encouraging and helpful,to passive, to hostile 
and critical, as the following comments indicate: 

Subject A) veeat, Lirst they, said @t) was tocrdangerous |) Just 
let him come in. (floating in rip-tide). He looks 
all eient. 

Q: Who said that? 

A: lL can't remember, there was a whole bunch of people 
standing there. We were trying to ask the guy that 
was with him. Weesaid 1s herald right? the cuy 
said, °L-don't know, Lim nou with nim. ~..Well. we 
had thought they were swimming together. There was 
a lot of contusion. 


Q: What made you decide to go? 


A: ..-His wife was there. She said that he was in trouble as 
he was a good swimmer. Well, I mean, nobody else volun- 


a 5 


a bots. 
>| 


ne 
in 


; anwsagarg sda yd tra petvatian’ lwrsawoey 54x iis 
barely pea 16 1oleddled ath: —— 
-+). vtaw maeciesvaree’ sessaszey a0 weg PG * 
cravawnd ,£135eeJe0d 49s, te nopinaws te asipeore offs xd be 


“oog, atnbih adcuag wit? Mane efheW = veRSos {nace 2ids 39.2 5 
Suga elit id deotieemyeied 68}, (eae bts alqeeq Viv" asia yoilet 


n 

ots akaw abate Sis sedate ere 3 ot woro at begimexks s7sv 
a 

gi. 20 Toomepeet Pte. aitaaey Ua ne? pun c! moteatoeh lests22: 


gag agony oe os apr? ape are errs ety Yo-essiT 


, see’ toil age, BOs biseiess, Zest . yatagooes 2 svisoteq aa boa 


an, vit <2 2 t~agove Gow @yedio avoted smawtogak oo 


aiéee Gites em Hees tee betsocke atescasey? watio th nse 


by orcs anual?) son Arde ejeo She es? GD ae eve oad? ov 
_ wt 
; ~ 4140 sed 20 Sou /Pees7 silt ~306 of ‘bebe 


iat ore gn diem wou heirWe sot sa 
‘qyAute, sineedol erien ees a> es tana Wa 


Jen! nies >» peas og, @82 $s. « ‘ie veeto: 2 dé. ta. Jaatde 
Shas wi tthe at aafeaot®) ’ ahs 


aiqcneg 37 ined Glew 4 tay 
Sof? wan wa gee os guilt] 
wig Saf. . Satie big eh ak ie 
oy pfidll., »* i Hte@ Jon 
new wit TS SD 


125 


teered to go. 


Subject B) Q: Were there other people there that could have come 
to help? 


A: Oh yes, there must have been thirty to forty people 
around. My wife called for a rope and nobody pro- 
duced a rope. I knew, there must have been rope 
available, but they (bystanders) didn't seem to 
realize how serious it was. Somebody hollered, 'Let 
the S.0.B.s drown.'...Everybody just seemed to go 
on fishing...perhaps oblivious to the whole thing... 
Some people came over a half anhour later and asked 
'What happened to those guys? Did they drown or 
were they alright?'...They didn't even concern 
themselves to come over and see what was happening 
at the time. oothey’ just didn’t want to have anything 
to do with it...They didn't seem to want to get in- 
volved. 


Subject C) A: ...There were thirty to forty people standing around. 
When I went over to the window, five people were 
standing there, and there was this big fellow who 
kicked in the window just as I got there. All I 
remember of him is his big boots, and as soon as 
the smoke poured out of the window, he said, 'I 
Can't co inmathere, I mient pass cuts "SThe eirl 
standing beside him had a long nightie on and said 
she couldn't manoeuvre in it if she went in. Another 
fellow said, “Wait for the fire-department.. ....9o0 
I said, 'Get out of my ---- way' and jumped in.... 
But when I got back to the window, the people that 
were standing there had all moved back to the crowd. 
There was no one standing there at the window to 
help me. They had all moved away....They all saw me 
go in and heard me, but they all moved back. I was 
good and mad. I was really upset, but I was too busy 
worrying about getting her out... 


It would appear from witnesses and the subjects' own accounts 
of their behavior, in relation to the behavior of other bystanders, 
that the subjects acted autonomously. They seemed not to process 
input (whether it was encouraging or discouraging) from other by- 
standers and relied on their own perceptions of the critical nature 


of the situation and independently accepted the responsibility to act. 
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The subjects! actions did, however, seem to have a positive 
effect on other bystanders. Once the subjects began their inter- 
vention, their behavior and their specific requests prompted other 
bystanders to assist. In two of the situations the bystanders con- 
tinued to remain inactive, either unaware or deciding to ignore the 


subject's directions. 


Item 8 Was the prosocial behavior affected by the considered 
expertise of the actor? 


Information gained from the interviews was examined to see if 
the subjects' decision to intervene was a result of self-perceived 
expertise. Their assessment of the potential cost of the interven- 
tion to themselves would be affected by how competent they per- 
ceived themselves to be. The subjects all reported feeling confident 
they could intervene successfully prior to acting. the subjects were, 
however, aware of the dangers of intervention, and helped in ways 
that lessened chances of injury to themselves. 

The consideration of the potential cost of intervention, which 
may have acted as a suppressant of helping behavior, seems to have 
been overruled by the positive way the subjects dealt with the cog- 
nitive and affective dimensions of the dilemma. They seemed to be 
contident chat they had the ability to carry, out, the mecessary in— 
tervention and none of the subjects perceived themselves as con- 
cerned with failure, or its implications. The source of this \con- 
fidence appears to be a synthesis of qualities and abilities, rather 
than competence in a specialized skill. Im only one of the inci- 


dents examined, was the subject's decision to act aftected by his 
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confidence that his skill level in a specific competency (swimming) 


required to carry out the intervention, was superior to other 


bystanders. 


Even though the subject perceived himself to be the 


most competent of the bystanders, he wasn't sure that his compe- 


tency was sufficient. 


SuDJecE. A) Q: 
A: 


Q: 


Are you a good swimmer? 
WES, IL il Ooike 
--.--you knew you could pull him in? 


Oh yes,...i1'm a pretty good swimmer, so I guess I 
knew I could handle it. 


: When you were swimming out, what was going through 


your mind? 


Nothing, I was just wondering if I could get out 
thatetan. 


Oh, so you were worried about getting out? 
Yes, well I knew he was in rip-tide. I had seen 


someone drown before in Mexico in a rip-tide, so I 
knew what it was all about. 


In the other incidents, specialized training or possession of 


a distinct skill which could assure success in the intervention, 


wasn't an enabling competency or a variable in the subject's de- 


cision to intervene. None of the other nine subjects could be 


considered trained for the action they displayed. The skill re- 


quired to enact the intervention was not singular, nor easily 


akan eatin lyetoy ILS. 


The following comments indicate the subjects' 


decisions to act were not made because of a felt competence in a 


specific skill | but rather a felt competencein theinm ability to 


Carry out the intervention. 
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So you were quite confident that you could go out 
there, and didn't feel that you were risking any- 
thing? 


NO; not at ithe time, lL was just. there to help. 71 
didn't realize the circumstances until the next 
day, when we sat down and started to talk about 
what really happened and started to compare stories 
(with his wite)) “I don"t recall too much, because 
my mind was set on saving the person and getting 
them back to safety as quickly as possible. 


When you were running into the water did you have 
a plan? 


: Well, I had some first aid in the fire department 


in Ontario....I guess it just comes to your mind at 
a split second that this is the way you do-it... ..Lt 
didn't enter my mind to be frightened. I was never 
scared at any time....If you don't know what you 
are doing, you should stay away from it. 


: Why could you not tell someone else...stronger or 


bigger than you to do that? 


I was mad, very mad, he must have been about 6 feet 
3 inches and weighed about two hundred pounds and I 
ficured aia he won tedo it, then T am eoine to do ic: 
Whenever I have done anything, I never stop and 
think "I ean “2 do sity, «lh just) go anead and do ac. 


...-You have never had any experience with this type 
of incident? 


No, but I've had about fifteen or twenty years of 
experience, thinking about such fires...you might say 
that I was prepared. 


So you knew ali the right things to do? 


weewell, mo, bL've nad no training... 0) euess 1t. was 
just common sense....Whatever I did I gathered from 
T.V., veading, first aid books or somebody else tell— 
ing me....I had thought years before what I would do 
if I would come across something like this. 


...She was not hurt to the extent where moving her 
would cause a problem, and I know a little bit about 
Eiveteaid: 
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subject €) Az Well...i suspect that 1 was feeling..7in the back of 
my mind...that I would be able to do it....My self 
esteem was enhanced by being able to do something 
for somebody else. 

Subject H) A: Yes, I wasn't super excited....1 was able to say 
things to him like, 'Never mind trying to send me 
away. Get your foot loose, and I'll get you out.' 
..-Possibly I was half convincing myself at the same 
time. 

Subject I) Q: What made you think you could get him? 

Av eel edon trknow,.L jastehad a feeling. 

From the above examples it becomes clear that a feeling of con- 
fidence in their ability, on the part of the subjects, played an 
important part in their decision to act. Despite the adverse condi- 
tions facing them they reflected on previous experiences, whether 
real or vicarious, to aid them in determining the nature of their pro- 
social actions. The data indicated that individuals had previously 
acquired a great deal of information, by various means, and were 
capable of reconstructing this knowledge to aid them in planning 
appropriate intervention. Furthermore, the examples reflect each 
person's unique social learning history and experiences; they re- 
flect the interaction of the products of cognitive development and 
social learning with the specifics of the immediate situation in 
which the behavior was generated. The subjects’ reasoning and 
action in the intervention was influenced by previous experiences. 


The dilemma found a context in the subjects' cognitive and affect- 


ive structure and in turn this structure was able to accommodate 


the dilemma. 
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Item 9 Was the prosocial behavior affected by the character- 
istics of the person needing assistance? 


The recipients of the prosocial behavior had one thing in common, 
they all required assistance to prevent further injury and possible 
death. Jt is thistcharacteristic, their legitimate meed for help, 
that the subjects appear to have responded to. In only one incident 
was a person needing help well known to the intervener. In all 
other instances, little or nothing was known about the recipient. 
The subjects perceived a life in danger, and that perception took 
precedent over other attributes of the potential beneficiary. Age, 
sex, attractiveness, or personality traits of the potential benefi- 
ciary did not play a role in the subjects' decisions to intervene, 
as the recipients included children and adults, males and females, 
and information on other traits such as age, race, and attractive- 


ness, were not available to the subject+-prior to intervention, nor 


did they seek this information, The empathy that was apparently 


aroused in the subjects was for a fellow human being ine dPiiteulty. 


The literature suggests, and one would expect, that individuals 
needing help because of forces beyond their control, would elicit 
more altruism than an internally caused dependency. In this study, 
where individuals needing assistance had in some way contributed 
to their dilemma (carelessness, drinking, attempted suicide), the 
bystanders did tend to be passive or even hostile. It does not 
appear, however, to have been a factor affecting the subjects of 
this study. The subjects didn't hesitate to intervene. They 


dealt with the distress, rather than the characteristics of the in- 
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ividual needing help, regardless of whether the distress was inter- 
nally (brought on by self), or externally (forces beyond recipient's 
control) caused. Diagram I represents a sequential process by- 
Standers may have experienced. The bystanders clearly heard, saw, 
or were made aware of, the incident. The event was public; other- 
wise people would not have gathered at the site. Bystanders may 
or may not have perceived it as an emergency or that someone re- 
quired immediate assistance. The interpretation was private. It 
Leyelear that theysubjects im the study, interpreted the situation 
as critical; it did not seem at all ambiguous to them, nor did they 
Look sfo-others to confirm their interpretation. Again privately, 
and apparently oblivious to bystander input, they acquired the re- 
sponsibility to act and made the decision to intervene, The only 
characteristic Of thes recipient that they focused om was the 
victim's need for assistance. The potential cost of the interven- 
tion was offset by the subjects' confidence they would be success- 
ful. As one subject commented, "I just knew I would get him out 
and tuem 1 would “pop ' 

As Diagram I indicates, the interpretation of (ene situation 
and the acceptance of and responsibility to act remained private, 
and therefore the subjects had several opportunities not to act. 
It was mot until they initiated the intervention that they moved 
into the public domain. In seven of the tnterventions, other by- 
standers did not act until the subjects of the study instructed them 
to assist. Since the inactive bystanders were not available to this 


research, it is not known at which step the process outlined was 
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interrupted. It is possible that at Step 2 they interpreted the 
dilemma differently than the subjects, but it seems more likely 
that they were unable or unwilling to accept the responsibility of 
imtervention (Step 3). Their reasons for net intervening would be 
as interesting an investigation as the reasons for intervention of 
the subjects of this, study, |The subjects of this study compleced 
the process outlined, accepted the responsibility to act, and ini- 
tiated the intervention. The findings in this chapter indicate the 
relative influence and interaction of many of the possible internal 


and external antecedents of their behavior. 
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CHAPTER V 


SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS 


AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 


This chapter summarizes the investigation. The areas explored 
in this research are outlined and their relationship to findings in 
the literature are clarified. Conclusions are drawn, the limita- 
tions of the study are described, and implications are presented 
along with recommendations for further research. 


Summary Discussion 


The need 

As has been discussed in the related literature, most of the 
research regarding altruistic or prosocial behavior has tended to 
use simulated or experimentally designed situations. The result 
has been a profile of the Good Samaritan drawn under conditions 
which require substantiation from naturalistic studies. Such was 
the attempt in this study. 


The design and methodology 


The sample for this study consisted of ten individuals, who 
intervened at considerable personal risk in order to save the life 
of another. The interventions took place under a wide spectrum 
of emergency situations. Three subjects were involved in a water 
rescue; four subjects were involved in rescuing persons from a 
burning vehicle after an accident; two were involved getting a 


person out of a building which had exploded or was on fire and 
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one subject prevented a person's fall from a bridge, 

Thais study explored altruism in a naturalistic setting and 
used a descriptive survey method to investigate the problem. Data 
was gathered by structured and unstructured interviews with the 
subjects and the administration of the Personality Research Form 
(Jackson, 1967). Interviews were of about two hours duration 
and were conducted in the subjects’ homes after an appointment had 
been made by telephone. The researcher found the subjects ex- 
tremely cooperative, open and candid about their experiences, even 
though the reconstruction of their intervention aroused strong 
feelings and sometimes painful recollections. The subjects were 
interested in the implications of the study and, although several 
had refused to have any contact with the news media, they did volun- 
teer EO participate once the antent or the study was made clear. 
The Personality Research Forms (PRF) took about one hour to com- 
plete. The PRs were lett with the subjects at. the completion 
of the interview to be filled out and returned by mail to the re- 
searcher. There was one hundred percent return rate. 

The presentation of the data was organized around items form- 
ulated in order to substantiate, reject and add to the items sug- 
gested in the literature as affecting displays of prosocial be- 
havior. 


Limitations 


It should be noted that the conclusions must be treated with 


caution, since the evidence on which they are based is subject to 
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the following major limitations. The small sample does not allow 
for broad generalizations. The situations in which the subjects 
participated were beyond the control of the researcher. The data 
was gathered some time after the events had occurred, and subject 
to the limitation of the interview technique which has been des- 
cribed at greater length in Chapter III. 

Findines related £0 internal variables 

Potential antecedents considered in this domain were demo- 
graphic variables, cultural and sub-cultural norms, family social- 
ization practices and long term modelling effects, personality 
traits, and level of moral development. 

The literature generally considered demographic attributes 
of subjects as incidental correlates of altruism which suggest 
complex and difficult to interpret relationships. because 
of the small size of the sample the demographic variables 
Were Not a prime tocus for Ghis study, “The subjects were all 
adults from various social classes but onlyone subject was female. 
It would appear from this study that individuals requiring assist- 
ance in high risk situations are more apt to be helped by a man 
than a woman. The reasons for this are unclear and although one 
could speculate on socialization practices, societal expecta— 
tions, or respective mobility, it remains speculative and beyond 
the scope of this study. 

The literature provides evidence that cultural membership 


affects individuals perspectives, beliefs, values and behavior, 
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The subjects in this study found the prosocial norms of their 
society ambiguous. They were not, however, in favor of bolstering 
the existance of a norm through legislation. As a group, they 
reported being more affected by sub-cultural norms, and make spe- 
elfeie mention of rural background and family influences. All of 
the subjects reported being influenced by their family, however 
1G Was mot necessarily a direct form of influence as reported in 
the Titerattre (i.e. nurturing family or presence of: 2 model) 
that led to their prosocial behavior. Nurturing or modelling was 
not a necessary antecedent for the behavior examined in this 
study, although it appears to have encouraged the predisposition 
for prosocial behavior in many of the subjects. The subjects per- 
ceived that parents had influenced their development but what 
specifically was done, or how this was done, was not clear or 
uniform. The findings from this study would support generally 
the idea that the predisposition for prosocial behavior is 
influenced by family interactions, however none of the subjects 
mentioned family members or expectations when discussing their 
motivation for helping in their particular intervention, 

The relationship between personality characteristics and pro- 
social behavior was fragile and tentative in the Jiterature.) [rant 
studies in the literature generally found that altruists were 
assertive, adventurous, outgoing, risk takers and expressive indi- 
viduals who were well adjusted, responsible and persevering. The 


findings of this study indicated a clustering of the subjects on 
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certain personality trait continua. The subjects were not impul- 
sive or risk takers. These findings are in contradiction with the 
findings of previous studies and would generate the hypothesis that 
those who come to the aid of another do so in a methodical and de- 
liberate manner which minimizes the risk to themselves, The sub- 
jects in this study clustered above the norm in the achievement and 
endurance trait continua which supports the findings in the litera- 
ture. The clustering above the norm on the autonomy trait continuum 
reflects a self reliance and independence on the part of the sub- 
WeCts. “Ihis trait was’ reflected in theiy decision to-accept tne 
responsibility to act regardless of other bystanders’ présence or 
input. The £act that subjects ranked Nigh in the dominance trait 
seems to be a logical extension of their ranking on harm-avoidance 
and autonomy. The dominance trait as defined by Jackson (1967), 
involves being forceful, assertive and being in control of situa- 
tions. Subjects asserted themselves in situations requiring pro- 
social action and delegated certain responsibility to others. The 
tasks assigned to others were designed to assist those in distress 
as well as to reduce the risk to the subjects. However, even in 
situations where bystanders did not assist or act, the subjects 
showed their independence by carrying through their prosocial 
action unassisted. In their interpersonal orientations the sub- 
jects were nurturant, but were not inclined to exhibition or look- 
ing for social recognition. The subjects were desirous of helping 


another, but for reasons other than being in the limelight or be- 
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ing externally rewarded for their actions. “The siteniticance ox 
the personality profile is not the profile in isolation, but rather 
its interaction with the other antecedents of prosocial behavior. 
One of the criticisms of moral development stage theory is 
that the level of moral reasoning may or may not be coincidental 
with moral action. This study demonstrated that the reasoning 
displayed on a hypothetical dilemma was generalizable to a real 
situation. The subjects’ reasoning emphasized role-taking, and a 
generalized social system perspective, both of which character- 
ize the conventional reasoner. The subjects defined social re- 
sponsibility in broad terms. Conventional reasoning, according 
to Kohlberg (1969), typifies most of the adult population in our 
society so one could risk the assumption that many of the inactive 
bystanders had the same level of reasoning as the interveners. If 
we wish to encourage prosocial behavior Of this nature it is en- 
couraging to note that interveners do not have to be post-conven- 
tional reasoners. Conventional reasoners appear to intervene or 
not intervene as a result of the interaction of a number of poss- 
ible variables. This underlines the importance of examining a 
combination of traits as they relate to intervention rather than 
examining them one at a time. The interaction of the various in- 
ternal determinants is evident and complex, 


Findings related to situational variables 


Potential antecedents considered in this domain were the sub- 


jects' decision-making processes, the effects of the presence and 
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behavior of bystanders, the considered experience of the subjects, 
and the characteristics of the Person needing assistance, 


In the research there is general agreement that individuals 


Bante 


in their c¢ecision-making. The subjects of this study support Latane 
and Darley's (1970) interlocking series of decisions. Although 

the subjects’ initial responses in the interviews did not reveal 
nses to further probing indicated a critical 


ar to that described in the litera-— 


he emergencies were not ambiguous and the persons legiti- 


mate need for help aroused an empathy in the subjects. This em-— 
pathy involved a synthesis of cognitive and affective components, 
The subjects were able to discriminate and label the states of 

ee Spee | ey ee roy ee ee ee Dies f th ae 1 7 
OLners, assume the perspective and role of the other and SHhaEte In 
the emotion being witnessed. This Study supports a major tenet 
(Mussen & Eisenberg-Berg, 1977) that empathy, compassion, and role 


S-awinos 


itical antecedents to prosocial action, The question 


of how aroused compassion is transitatea into action is not, however, 


between moral reasoning and personality factors. Subjects often 


ife was a basic right in 
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y, and stated that people should care for others, Further - 
more they expressed the importance of interpersonal relation- 
ships within a societal context and that integrity and commitment 


between people was necessary for the benefit and survival of 
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society. The subjects conceived of inaction, in situations re- 
quiring assistance, as similar to actively doing harm to another. 
Measurement of moral judgments focus on what an individual thinks 
or believes he should do. The enaction of these moral choices 
involved a high level of self-control and depend upon the sub- 
ject's ability to regulate his own behavior in the face of ad- 
verse conditions and without the presence of an external reward. 
Personality factors facilitated the translation of the indi- 
vidual's judgment about what he should do and his personal com- 
petencies - what he could do - into behavior congruent with his 
moral ideals. 

The literature strongly contends that a victim is more 
assured of having someone come to his rescue if the bystander 
is alone andjthat the behavior of other bystanders; if they are 
present, influences whether or not help will be given. Many of 
the studies in this area were experimentally designed and dealt 
with ambiguous emergencies. The literature, however, also reports 
that bystander"apathy"is less likely to occur when the need for 
assistance is obvious. 

This study found that the subjects acted autonomously, 
whether they were alone or with a number of witnesses when they 
made the decision to intervene. As an individual, they inde- 
pendently acceptéd the responsibility to act, and did not dif-— 
fuse this responsibility amongst the group of bystanders, Even 


if they asked for assistance and did not receive it they remained 


a Pi 
Wt “rere oe sors 
: aia 02 ona tb Yau tn ane 2 
rele ty raysiene ve = ae esnaimpbut si - 
gemiuds Lasgm Soe ‘Gb Hotpomcs oeT ook atuodn 4 a 30 

“hidh Wok foa0 si a iy toa Aan wien 

ten oe non? ade oes: a: gutiaga? re) a oat 
Jeers Up jtedae te 90 <ange dH ity prea bts itn He 


oar 
You! waa Te eoPPetavess ey haneg Fibaet oxi ath 


mS 
da Levoete 4. sth baa eb btn, oh Tey sdk sated iby 
a 
as 
atéobt Ievem 


-® | 


f° die Yuckenttien Aoeaieh Ashe — lai 34 tute = 2 


in) 
‘t rniY @ Teds GbneIG0o gages vayteapis $2 odl 
@ 


rsbnusavefgan bi qubleni abd ds) qeg>, apace uriged to tarover 
a . bed tg , ¥ ‘ - [- 7 
hy ay ohn: eT Le = idat sity tet Behe, enats ak 


wae. 


yon! yavee a 7 (Vio «tee ian ae yada rarsiadt Sih .An0esTg 
¥}y sb nun) byes wf Lissuias res. Gh ie pits 2hily: ni eatbore ait | 
a aia (xotetod,. sth7RaSil aT .setoiieeraw aridcuig LOK. tote 


gt dager fw etl, HVS og egy lapel cs! dilseoge nice ong) Sate” 


Biers at sonssete 
ie 


enn mine tle b6o.4 =loottye ede dere bomen qhypou ait 


parks Guat; eopeendlp Is vsylawey & Sin che See Ser Qeee tudes we 
| : DA = i 
eit ve i plete Atk oe eh ae af re bop rls a ic 


ii >, 


Sigh Som Qliched aa 73-2 encoun ae oa 
ea — 


, aan " 


tnieeat will sf Setoude cia byt senate a ae tn ay 


, 


merd yplabacierd 74-0625 ait 4 


142 


task oriented, and persevered in their intervention. The presence 
of a model (the subjects who intervened) seemed to affect the 
other bystanders, In all but two cases the bystanders responded 
and assisted the interveners. In one of the instances where by- 
standers remained inactive, a critical antecedent (accOrding to 
subject and witness reports) aroused negative feelings about 
the victims. These had developed over a period of time PrLOE to 
the emergency situation. The emergency was perceived as having 
been brought on by the victims and therefore, as the literature 
suggests, elicited less empathy than an externally caused emer- 
eency. [his was the only situation im which characteristics of 
a person needing assistance seeméd to be an influential ante- 
cedent, but even in this) instance it did not influence the action 
of the subjects of this study. The subjects generally knew littie 
or nothing about the individuals needing assistance, and those 
beneficiary characteristics that they could perceive on the spot, 
other than the legitimate need for help, were not criteria used in 
the’ subjects” decision to intervene, Contrary Co the findings 
ceported in the literature, characteristics of the benericiary 
were Mot an int luential variable with) the subjects in this study, 
A further item investigated was the considered self-exper- 
tise of the intervener. The literature reports bystanders hesi- 
taney to act may result from théir antictpation that other by— 
standers may be more competent. Although the subjects in this 


study were not trained to meet the emergencies they encountered, 
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they perceived themselves to be competent and were confident that 
they could intervene successfully. They reported perceiving the 
dangers involved and initiated an intervention which minimized, 
as much as possible, the risk to themselves and maximized their 
chances for success, Subjects reported that they would not have 
acted if they had felt that the task was beyond them. This 
appears to be a critical antecedent to the subjects' intervention, 
and would lead to the hypothesis that those who feel a sense of 
power over their environment and competent to intervene are 
takely to come to the aid of another. 

Concluding Comments 

In our society, people generally may not feel obliged to pro- 
vide assistance in a Séveré Situation. Although man™s concern for 
his fellow man has consistently permeated his verbal doctrines, 
his actions are not always complementary. 

The subjects of this study reported that, although they in- 
tervened, they did net expect that everyone would do so or had a 
duty to intervene under similar circumstances. They did, however, 
consider their intervention as contributing to the general wel— 
fare of the society as well as beneriteing the victim. The term 
"prosocial' used by the researcher in describing the subjects’ 
actions was an integral part of the subjects’ motivation and per- 
ceptions of their own behavior. The subjects’ decision to inter- 
vene was affected by their assumption that: 


a) the planned intervention could be carried out with mini- 
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mal risk to themselves since they did not see them- 
selves as risk takers, 


b) they were capable of intervening successfully. 


! i] 


c) by means of "on going" planning they could successfully 
complete the task; by taking it a Step at q time, things 
woulid stalls aintotplace, 

d) by using all of the resources available to them, they 

would be able to dominate or control the situation. 

This study maintained a holistic perspective in order to 
identify antecedents of prosocial behavior and to observe and 
Fecord imtéeractions between the antecedent variables. ihe find= 
ings of the study underline the speculation in the literature that 
behavior as complex as altruistic behavior involves an interac-— 
filon of variables. These ““interactive atrects' are ‘critical im 
the subjects! decision-making process for prosocial action. Wit- 
nessing an individual in distress aroused in the subjects feel- 
ings of empathy and compassion and resulted in an interaction 
between cognitive and affective components. Empathy and compas- 
sion were motivating factors, however, in isolation, they were 
insutticient to ensure actiom. Lt was the interaction with other 
Varlables which translated the desire to assist and to help into 
prosocial behavion. 

The antecedents of prosocial behavior discovered in this 
study aré summarized in Diagram Il. The summary profile of the 


Good Samaritan, was a composite of the following: the subjects 
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FIGURE II 


Interaction of Anteced 
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brought with them to the situation personality traits of harm 
avoidance, order, achievement, endurance, autonomy, dominance, 
nurturance and a sense of confidence; and conventional moral reason- 
ing including an ability to role take and empathise with a focus 
on the societal pérspective and an individuals right to live. 
Personality traits and level of moral reasoning were related to 
the cultural mileau and early socialization practices. These were 
the qualities which affected the individuals predisposition to act, 
but describing characteristics of the individuals accentuates how 
little is known about exactly where, when, or how these character- 
istics were developed. 

Because of the interaction of internal variables and motiva- 
tional” factors, the subjects felt a capability to initiate and offer 
assistance.) If the subjects had felt a great déal of compassion 
but lacked the necessary personality traits (i.e. dominance and 
endurance), they could well have been inactive bystanders. 

The subjects followed a sequence of decision-making steps in their 
intervention. They noticed something wrong and interpreted it as 
an emergency. There was a critical point at which they accepted 
the responsibility to act and in so doing were more influenced by 
internal than external antecedents. Perhaps if the predisposition 
to act altruistically was weaker, then the situational variables 
would have had a greater impact. ~It is beyond the scope of this 


study, but one could speculate that the inactive bystanders may 
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have shared similar motivations. Perhaps the interaction between 
the affective and cognitive dimensions may have been different. 
It may be that certain linkages are formed in the mind as the in- 
dividual faces new and unfamiliar situations but not everyone is 
able to form these linkages and organize a process which enables 
them to act in a new and hitherto unfamiliar manner. 

In deciding what form of intervention their action should 
take, subjects were intent on relieving the victims' distress 
and converting their moral judgments into moral conduct. In de- 
ciding how to enact the intervention, the subjects were confident 
that they could competently handle the emergency and acted in a 
methodical manner which minimized the potential risk to them- 
selves. 

The combination of antecedents that profile the Good Samari- 
tan in this study may not be the only combination that result in 
prosocial action. Mischel and Mischel (1976) support this view: 

The extremely complex relations among diverse aspects 

of prosocial behavior within the same person, and the 

specific interactions between human conduct and the psy- 

echellegical conditions in which it occurs, prevent global 
generalizations about the overallnature and causes of - 

moral and immoral - action (p. 107). 

The oppoktunity does, nor @rtenipresent ttcelt  oranterven— 
tions such as were described in this study, but the role played 
by internal ‘characteristics: has implications for socialization 
agencies and practices. Education, both in the school and in the 


home, needs to place greater emphasis on encouraging in children 


a concern for others, feelings of competence, higher levels of 
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moral reasoning which encompasses role taking ability, empathy, 
compassion, and a positive regard for humanity, to ensure the 
dignity, freedom and rights of mankind, The challenge is there 
to develop in children, qualities which will predispose them to 
behave prosocially. There seems to be little evidence to indi- 
cate that our childrearing practices give a high pitcority to tne 
inculeation of altruistic coneernm for others. If the educational 
system reflects the desires of its society then the emphasis on 
skill development at the expense of developing the disposition 
€O use the skills wisely, can only result in greater egocentric 
behavior, 

Research into prosocial behavior has been slow to develop, but 
the more recent interest in Carrying out investigations with a wide 
range of foci and methodology is encouraging. Reliable and creat- 
ive research into prosocial behavior may not always result in satis- 
factory findings, but the potential social significance of better 
understanding the phenomena should not be underestimated, 


Suggestions for Further Research 


Although this study has contributed a profile of a small sample 
of Good Samaritans it has also identified areas which need further 
investigation, questions to be answered and hypotheses to be tested. 

Much more needs to be known about parental influence, model- 
ling and nurturance, and how prosocial behavior is influenced by 
the family and other socialization agencies. Longitudinal studies 


of child rearing practices and their effects are also needed, 
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This study found the subjects to be conventional reasoners 
and it attempted to relate their reasoning to their prosocial 
behavior. The questions remain: Is it sufficient to be a con- 
ventional reasoner? Is it more important to consider the primary 
focus within conventional reasoning? Do all the individuals who 
act prosocially regardless of their level of reasoning choose to 
address the same issues in their reasoning about the act? Will 
higher levels of moral reasoning lead to more predictable action? 
What is the level of moral reasoning and issues focused on by 
those- who stand by and don't accept the responsibility to act? 

Although there has been a great deal of speculation, and some 
investigation, into why some individuals act and others don't, 
there is still a need for further research into the influence of 
internal and situational antecedents. What antecedents are sig- 
nificantly related to inaction? 

Naturalistic studies are difficult and complex because of 
the number of variables beyond the control of the researcher, how- 
ever, results from simulations are more difficult to generalize. 
Intensive and indepth multidimensional studies of individuals who 
demonstrate prosocial behavior or individuals who "stand and watch" 
may provide some insights as to the working of antecedent variables. 
This study has shown that the cognitive and affective processes 
are not separate, but continually interacting within the indivi- 
dual. More needs to be known about the nature of this interaction 


and the interaction of other simultaneously functioning antecedents. 
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One of psychology's mandates is to contribute to the better- 
ment of mankind. Research into altruism and prosocial behavior 
provides such a contribution. The opportunity presents itself for 
developmental and social psychologists to conduct research and to 
present information in order for society to deal with its con- 
cerns about its vulnerability and competence in encouraging pro- 
social action and to identify the potential social effects of 
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MORAL JUDGMENT INTERVIEW (FoRM A) 


In Europe, a woman was near death from a special kind of cancer. 
There was one drug that the doctors thought might save her. It 
was a form of radium that a druggist in the same town had 
recently discovered. The drug was expensive to make, but the 
druggist was charging ten times what the drug cost him to make. 
He paid $200 for the radium and charged $2,000 for a small dose 
of the drug. The sick woman's husband, Heinz, went to every- 
one he knew to borrow the money, but he could only get together 
about $1,000 which is half of what it cost. He told the 
druggist that his wife was dying, and asked him to sell it 
cheaper or let him pay later. But the druggist said, "No, I 
discovered the drug and I'm going to make money from it." So 
Heinz got desperate and broke into the man's store to steal 

the drug for his wife. 


1. Should Heinz steal the drug? Why? 


2. What's to be said for obeying the law in this situation or in general? 
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HEINZ (cont'd) 


3. In this situation law and life come into conflict. How can you resolve 
the conflict taking the best arguments for both into account? 


4. If the husband doesn't love his wife is he obligated to steal the drug 
for her? Why or why not? 


5. Why is it so important to save the woman's life? Would it be as right 
to steal it for a stranger as for his wife? Why? 
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HEINZ (cont'd) 


6. Heinz steals the drug and is caught. Should the judge sentence him or 
should he let him go free? Why? 


7. Thinking in terms of society, what would be the best reasons for the 
judge to give him some sentence? 


8. Thinking in terms of society, what would be the best reasons for the 
judge to not give him some sentence? 
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Joe isa fourteen-year-old boy who wanted to go to camp very 

much. His father promised him he could go if he saved up the 
money for it himself. So Joe worked hard at his paper route 
and saved up the $40 it cost to go to camp and a little more 
besides. But just before camp was going to start, his father 


changed his mind. Some of his friends decided to go on a 
special fishing trip, and Joe's father was short of the money 
it would cost. So he told Joe to give him the money he had 
saved from the paper route. Joe didn't want to give up going 
to camp, so he thought of refusing to give his father the 
money. 


1. Should Joe refuse to give his father the money? Why? 


2. Can you give me the best reasons to support the other point of view? 
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JOE (cont'd) 


3. Is the fact that Joe earned the money himself an important consideration 
here? Why or why not? 


4, Why should a promise be kept? 


5. What makes a person feel bad when a promise is broken? 
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JOE (cont'd) 


6. Why is it important to keep a promise to someone you don't know well 
or are not close to? 


7. Trust is one important thing in a good father-son relationship. What 
are some other important considerations that a good father should recognize 
in his relations with his son? Why are they important? 


8. How is a good parent-child relationship similar to any good human 
relationship? Why is that? 
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